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1 Foreign policy analysis 

An overview 


The study of foreign policy is an ever-changing story of how states, insti¬ 
tutions and peoples engage with one another within a dynamic interna¬ 
tional system. Shaped by history and institutional practices, foreign policy 
makers navigate the increasingly blurred lines between domestic poli¬ 
tics and external environments using instruments as varied as diplomacy, 
sanctions and new media to produce policies that further state interests. 
A diz 2 ying array of characters - leaders, bureaucracies, militaries, lob¬ 
byists, think tanks, United Nations (UN) agencies, non-governmental 
organizations (NGOs), terrorist and criminal organizations, as well as 
ordinary citizens — operate within this complex environment, exercising 
influences over foreign policy that results in vital decisions on war, peace 
and prosperity. To understand foreign policy, it is necessary to develop an 
appreciation for this layered complexity of international politics and to 
grapple with competing sources of influence. This includes the following 
questions: 

• Do ideas, identity and history matter as much as material power in 
foreign policy? 

• How important is the leader’s personal experience in shaping foreign 
policy choices? 

• Can bureaucracies drive foreign policy decisions? 

• Are democracies more apt to engage in military intervention than 
authoritarian states? 

These questions and others are reflected in a snapshot of Russian foreign 
policy below. It gives us a sense of the diversity of experiences, outlooks 
and influences which shape the conduct of states in our changing inter¬ 
national system. 

The foreign policy of contemporary Russia is shaped by the shadow of 
the Soviet past, weighing heavily on the identity, institutions and ambitions 
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of the world’s largest territory. Under Vladimir Putin, himself a product 
of the Soviet security apparatus, Russian foreign policy employs coercive 
instruments like the military and its energy resources to wield power over 
neighbouring states and court friends. A brutal campaign against Chech- 
nyan separatists in the Caucasus region of the Russian Federation spawned 
a wave of domestic terrorism that not only aligned itself with radical 
Islamist groups like Al-Qaida and later ISIS, but has come to play a sig¬ 
nificant role in supplying distinctively aggressive fighters to campaigns in 
Iraq and Syria. Increasingly, Moscow has demonstrated its willingness to 
push back at what it perceived to be Western encroachment into its ‘near 
abroad’ by launching military intervention in Georgia in 2008 and Ukraine 
in 2013. At the same time, the Putin government reacted to criticism by 
Russian civil society and its opponents by tightening their legal space for 
action, while developing ‘soft power’ instruments such as Russia Today to 
communicate its message to a global audience. Ejected from the G7 and 
subject to Western-led sanctions campaign after the takeover of Crimea, 
Putin’s Russia has become more anti-Western in its rhetoric and conduct 
as the pressure from the European Union (EU) and the United States (US) 
has mounted with each passing crisis. Most recently, Moscow’s interven¬ 
tion in the Syrian civil war in 2015 aimed at supporting the Assad regime 
and frustrating Western attempts to support opposition forces reflects this 
continuing effort to regain its past superpower status. 

Each of these elements of Russia’s contemporary foreign policy presents 
a different picture of the foreign policy process, the significance of which 
helps to explain varied sources of Russian conduct in international affairs. 
For instance, the influence of the leader and his pre-conceptions about 
Russia’s identity and place in global politics clearly shapes both Putin’s 
understanding of his country’s foreign policy challenges and the nature 
of decisions taken. The strength of foreign policy instruments such as 
the military and the dominance of its energy resources in international 
markets are suggestive of the material sources of Russian foreign policy 
activism. And the ability of societal forces to operate as repositories of 
liberal values and alternative perspectives on foreign (and domestic) policy 
issues, as well as the government efforts to constrain these, underscores the 
influence of state-society relations and regime type for the foreign policy 
process. 

Understanding foreign policy analysis 

Foreign policy analysts have sought to discern patterns from the study of 
cases like Russia to develop generalizable theories and concepts to unpick 
the sources of conduct of states in international affairs, the significance 
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of foreign policy decision making, the role that state and non-states actors 
have within the overall distinctive process, as well as the influence of insti¬ 
tutional and societal factors in shaping foreign policy. In a nutshell, for¬ 
eign policy analysis (FPA) is the study of the conduct and practice of 
relations between different actors, primarily states, in the international 
system. Diplomacy, intelligence, trade negotiations and cultural exchanges 
all form part of the substance of foreign policy between international 
actors. At the heart of the field is an investigation into decision mak¬ 
ing, the individual decision makers, processes and conditions that affect 
foreign policy and the outcomes of these decisions. By adopting this 
approach, FPA is necessarily concerned not only with the actors involved 
in the state’s formal decision-making apparatus, but also with the variety 
of sub-national sources of influence upon state foreign policy. Moreover, 
in seeking to provide a fuller explanation for foreign policy choice, schol¬ 
ars have had to take account of the boundaries between the state’s internal 
or domestic environment and the external environment. 

FPA developed as a separate area of enquiry within the discipline of 
international relations (IR), due both to its initially exclusive focus on 
the actual conduct of inter-state relations and to its normative impulse. 
While IR scholars understood their role as being to interpret the broad 
features of the international system, FPA specialists saw their mandate as 
being a concentration on actual state conduct and the sources of deci¬ 
sions. The FPA focus on the foreign policy process, as opposed to for¬ 
eign policy outcomes, is predicated on the belief that closer scrutiny of 
the actors, their motivations, the structures of decision making and the 
broader context within which foreign policy choices are formulated 
would provide greater analytical purchase than could be found in utilising 
an IR approach. Moreover, scholars working within FPA saw their task 
as normative, that is to say, as aimed at improving foreign policy decision 
making to enable states to achieve better outcomes and, in some instances, 
even to enhance the possibility of peaceful relations between states. 

In the context of David Singer’s well-known schema of IR, in grappling 
with world politics, one necessarily focuses on studying the phenomena at 
the international system level, the state (or national) level, or the individual 
level. 1 FPA has traditionally emphasized the state and individual levels as 
the key areas for understanding the nature of the international system. At 
the same time, as the rise in the number and density of transnational actors 
(TNAs) has transformed the international system, making interconnectiv¬ 
ity outside of traditional state-to-state conduct more likely. Thus FPA 
has had to expand its own outlook to account for an increasingly diverse 
range of non-state actors, such as global environmental activists or multi¬ 
national corporations (MNCs). 
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An underlying theme within the study of FPA is the ‘structure—agency’ 
debate. 2 As in other branches of the social sciences, FPA scholars are 
divided as to the degree of influence to accord to structural factors (the 
constraints imposed by the international system) and human agency (the 
role of individual choice in shaping the international system) when ana¬ 
lysing foreign policy decisions and decision-making environments. How¬ 
ever, the FPA focus on the process of foreign policy formulation, the role 
of decision makers and the nature of foreign policy choice has tended to 
produce a stronger emphasis on agency than is found in IR (at least until 
the advent of the ‘constructivism turn’ in the 1990s). Thus, early analyses 
of foreign policy decision making recognized from the outset the cen¬ 
trality of subjective factors in shaping and interpreting events, actors and 
foreign policy choices. Writing in 1962, Richard Snyder and colleagues 
pointed out that ‘information is selectively perceived and evaluated in 
terms of the decision maker’s frame of reference. Choices are made in the 
basis of preferences which are in part situationally and in part biographi¬ 
cally determined’. 3 Indeed, as the chapters in this book show, in many 
respects, FPA anticipates key insights and concerns associated with the 
reflexivist or constructivist tradition. 4 

FPA has much in common with other policy-oriented fields that seek 
to employ scientific means to understand phenomena. Debate within FPA 
over the utility of different methodological approaches, including rational 
choice, human psychology and organizational studies, has encouraged the 
development of a diversity of material and outlooks on foreign policy. 
This apparendy eclectic borrowing from other fields, at least as seen by 
other IR scholars, in fact reflects this intellectual proximity to the chang¬ 
ing currents of thinking within the various domains of the policy sci¬ 
ences. 5 At the same time, there remains a significant strand of FPA which, 
like diplomatic studies, owes a great debt to historical method. Account¬ 
ing for the role of history in shaping foreign policy — be it the identity of 
a particular nation-state, conflicting definitions of a specific foreign policy 
issue or their use (and misuse) as analogous in foreign policy decision 
making — is a rich area of study in FPA. 

Set within this context, our book aims to revisit the key question moti¬ 
vating foreign policy analysts, that is, how the process of foreign policy 
decision making affects the conduct of states in the international system 
and the relationship between agency, actors and foreign policy, which is 
crucial for a reinvigoration of the conversation between FPA and IR. Our 
book seeks to open up this discussion by situating existing debates in FPA 
in relation to contemporary concerns in IR and providing an account of 
areas that for the most part in FPA have been studiously ignored. What 
follows is a brief summary of some of the key theoretical approaches 
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and innovations that have featured in FPA as scholars have attempted to 
address the questions of who makes foreign policy, how is it made and 
what influences the process. We refer to this body of literature as Classi¬ 
cal FPA. We explore the main features of Classical FPA and identify three 
areas that have been overlooked by scholars. For instance, in FPA, there is 
no theory of the state, no meaningful incorporation of the systemic changes 
provoked by globalization and no comprehensive accounting for change 
in foreign policy. Moreover, the core insights that FPA offers through 
recourse to the decision-making process are compromised by the field’s 
systematic neglect of its integration with foreign policy implementation. 
This is followed by a brief elaboration on these shortcomings through our 
presentation of three critiques of FPA. 

Realism: the state, national interest and foreign policy 

The roots of FPA lie in its reaction to the dominance of realism and 
its depiction of the state and its interactions with other states, whether 
through direct bilateral relations or through multilateral institutions such 
as the UN, and a general dissatisfaction with realism’s ability to provide 
credible explanations of foreign policy outcomes. In keeping with the 
realist paradigm, the state is seen as a unitary and rational actor, rendering 
it unnecessary to analyse the role of the discrete components of govern¬ 
ment (either the executive or the legislature) in order to assess state for¬ 
eign policy. In this context, a key concept in the traditional realist canon 
is ‘national interest’. Although a much-disputed term, national interest 
remains a central preoccupation of foreign policy decision makers and a 
reference point for realist scholars seeking to interpret state action. Hans 
Morgenthau defines national interest as synonymous with power and, 
therefore, both the proper object of a state’s foreign policy and the best 
measure of its capacity to achieve its aims. 6 

What constitutes national interest, how it is determined and ultimately 
implemented are crucial to understanding the choices and responses pur¬ 
sued by states in international affairs. Realists assert that the character 
of the international system, that is, its fundamentally anarchic nature, is 
the most important guide to interpreting foreign policy. The pursuit of 
security and the efforts to enhance material wealth place states in com¬ 
petition with other states, limiting the scope for cooperation to a series of 
selective, self-interested strategies. In this setting, the centrality of power - 
especially manifested as military power - is seen to be the key determinant 
of a state’s ability to sustain a successful foreign policy. Geographic posi¬ 
tion, material resources and demography are other important components 
of this equation. 



6 An overvieu’ 


Realists believe that all states’ foreign policies conform to these basic 
parameters and that scholars above all need to investigate the influences of 
the structure of the international system and the relative power of states in 
order to understand the outcomes of foreign policy decisions. Calculation 
of national interest is self-evident; it can be arrived at rationally through 
careful analysis of the material conditions of states as well as the particulars 
of a given foreign policy dilemma confronting states. 

Scholars such as Richard Snyder and his colleagues, frustrated by the 
facile rendering of international events in established IR circles, issued a 
call to move beyond this systemic orientation and ‘open the black box’ 
of foreign policy decision making. Rather than producing a normative 
critique of realism (something that later would become commonplace in 
academia), Snyder, Rosenau and others were intent primarily on finding 
an improved methodological approach to assessing interactions between 
states. 7 And, while in creating the field of FPA these scholars accepted key 
tenets of realism such as the centrality of the state in IR, they also set in 
motion a series of investigative strands that ultimately would contribute to 
an expansion of the knowledge and understanding about the relationship 
between foreign policy and IR. 

Behaviourism and rationalism 

The original studies by FPA scholars in the 1950s and 1960s posed some 
explicit challenges to the realist assumptions in ascendancy in the field 
of IR at that time. Instead of examining the outcomes of foreign policy 
decisions, behaviourists sought to understand the process of foreign pol¬ 
icy decision making. In particular, scholars such as Robert Jervis, Harold 
Sprout and Margaret Sprout investigated the role of the individual deci¬ 
sion maker and the accompanying influences on foreign policy choice. 
They believed that shining a spotlight on the decision maker would allow 
them to unpack the key variables linked directly to studies of human 
agency which contribute to foreign policy decision making. 

This ‘behaviourist’ approach with its focus on the ‘minds of men’ came 
at a time when those working on decision making in the policy sciences 
were increasingly enamoured with the notion of applying a set of fixed 
rules to understand the process and outcomes of decision making. The 
methodology, which came to be known as rational choice theory, amongst 
other things posited a unified decision-making body in the form of the 
state, as well as a belief that the pursuit of self-interest guided all decision 
makers. Since rational choice strongly adhered to some of the key ideas of 
realism, it was relatively easy for rationalism and realism to find common 
cause in their assessment of the world of international politics. 
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The emphasis on individual decision makers in FPA led scholars to 
focus on psychological and cognitive factors as explanatory sources of 
foreign policy choice. For instance, Jervis asserts that the psychological 
disposition of a leader, the cognitive limits imposed by the sheer volume 
of information available to decision makers and the inclination to opt for 
what are clearly second-best policy options, all contribute to imperfect 
foreign policy outcomes. For Kenneth Boulding, it is the set of beliefs, 
biases and stereotypes, which he characterizes as the ‘image’ held by deci¬ 
sion makers, that play the most important role in shaping foreign policy 
decisions. In addition, other scholars point out that the decision-making 
process itself is subject to the vagaries of group dynamics, while the con¬ 
straints imposed by crises introduce further distortions to foreign policy 
choice. 8 

The result was a comprehensive critique by FPA scholars of many of 
the key findings related to foreign policy in the realist and emerging ratio¬ 
nalist perspectives. At the same time, while the policy sciences continued 
to move towards elaborating rational choice theory, those FPA scholars 
working in the rationalist tradition sought to find a way to reconcile 
their insights into the effects of psychology and cognition on foreign 
policy decision making, with some account of rational decision making. 
This effort characterizes foreign policy making as a far less organized, 
consistent and rational process than depicted by the realists. Psychology 
constrains rationality; human divisions and disagreements challenge the 
notion that the state is a unitary actor. Equally significant was the intro¬ 
duction of what could be called a ‘proto-constructivist’ strand within FPA, 
which asserted the subjectivity of the decision maker and, concurrently, 
the notion that foreign policy was the product of mutually constitutive 
processes that involved individuals, societies and the construction of an 
‘other’. Another aspect is the isolation of foreign policy decision mak¬ 
ing from its actual implementation, presenting an incomplete picture of 
the foreign policy process that is at odds with the field’s commitment 
to empirically grounded analysis. This lacuna inadvertently reproduces 
a picture of foreign policy decision making that is excessively linear in 
structure, cut off from the very forces of human agency that FPA propo¬ 
nents seek to reclaim and seemingly incapable of learning from feedback. 
Chapter 2 explores this literature more fully. 


Bureaucratic politics and foreign policy 

The focus on the individual decision maker, despite the insights it pro¬ 
duced, was seen by some FPA scholars to be excessively narrow. Even 
within states, the conflicting outlooks and demands of foreign policy 



8 An overvieu’ 


bureaucracies, such as the ministries of trade and of defence, clearly 
influence foreign policy decisions in ways that reflect the primacy of 
parochial concerns over considerations of national interest. While the 
executive decision maker was clearly a key component of the foreign 
policy decision-making process, it had to be recognized that any decisions 
made took place within the context of institutions specifically charged 
with interpreting and implementing foreign and security policy for the 
state. The role and contribution of specialized ministries, departments and 
agencies - supplemented by ad Iwc working groups tasked with a particu¬ 
lar foreign policy mandate — needed to be accounted for in FPA. 

Drawing on organizational theory and sociology, scholars sought to 
capture the manner in which institutional motivations and procedures 
impacted upon the foreign policy process. For Graham Allison, Morton 
Halperin and others, an analysis of foreign policy decision making had 
to start with these bureaucracies and the various factors that caused 
them to play what, in their view, was the determining role in shap¬ 
ing foreign policy outcomes. Their approach emphasized the interplay 
between leaders, bureaucratic actors, organizational culture and, to an 
extent, political factors outside the formal apparatus of the state. 9 Recent 
critical perspectives have sought to introduce insights derived from 
poly-heuristic theory, a modified form of classical rationalist decision¬ 
making theory, to provide a more nuanced interpretation of the inter¬ 
play between individual influences and institutional prerogatives in 
shaping foreign policy. 

Broader in reach than the behaviourists’ single focus on the individual 
decision maker, advocates of the bureaucratic politics approach to FPA 
began a process of investigation into sources of influence over foreign pol¬ 
icy that went beyond the actors direcdy involved in the formal decision¬ 
making apparatus. This search opened the way for consideration of the 
role of societal factors, such as interest groups, in influencing public opin¬ 
ion, all of which ultimately contributed to a radical rethinking of the 
importance of the state itself in IR. Chapter 3 provides a more complete 
overview of this literature. 


Domestic structures and foreign policy 

In moving away from a focus on the individual decision maker and the 
state bureaucracy, FPA scholars began to show an interest in the domestic, 
societal sources of foreign policy. This interest produced a rich literature 
which we describe as the domestic structure approach. One of its strands 
deals with the effects of the material attributes of a country, such as size, 
location, agricultural and industrial potential, demographic projections, 
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etc., on foreign policy. 10 A second category develops a more sophisti¬ 
cated notion of the domestic structure. Thomas Risse-Kappen and Haral 
Muller’s work, for instance, deals with the nature of the political institu¬ 
tions (the state), with the basic features of the society, and with the insti¬ 
tutional and organizational arrangements linking state and society and 
channeling societal demands into the political system. 11 The debate on 
the emergence of democratic peace theory is an interesting illustration of 
how FPA used the domestic structure approach to explain foreign policy. 
Advocates of democratic peace theory argue that democracies inherently 
produce a more peaceful foreign policy, at least as far as relations with 
other democratic states are concerned. An intriguing debate followed 
this assertion, probing the degree to which the nature of the polity can 
account for the conduct of foreign policy. 12 Chapter 4 explores this 
literature. 

Pluralism: linkage politics and foreign policy 

While the previous three approaches sought to understand FPA through 
recourse to the structure of the international system, the decision-making 
process within states and the societal sources of foreign policy, there is a 
fourth, pluralist interpretation of foreign policy. Pluralists do not believe 
that states are the only significant actors in international politics. They 
maintain that, at least from the 1970s (but perhaps even earlier), the 
increased linkages between a variety of state, sub-state and non-state actors 
have eroded the traditional primacy of the state in foreign policy. Indeed, 
one of the central features of the globalizing world is the possibility that 
MNCs could exercise de facto foreign policy based on their financial 
resources, or that NGOs wield power through their ability to mobilize 
votes. For pluralists, crucial for an understanding of foreign policy out¬ 
comes is analysis of the influences derived from domestic and transna¬ 
tional sources - not necessarily tied to the state. The pluralist approach 
portrays the transnational environment as an unstructured, mixed actor 
environment. It is unstructured in so far as it is ‘entirely actor generated’, 
and it is difficult to distinguish the intentional from the incidental. 13 It is 
a mixed-actor environment to the extent that state and non-state actors 
either coexist or compete. This pluralist environment of complex inter¬ 
dependency effectively diminishes the scope of state action in foreign 
policy making, to that of management of a diversity of forces within the 
domestic sphere including government, and outside the boundaries of the 
state. 14 

Robert Putnam’s ‘two-level game’ attempts to capture the challenges 
imposed by complex interdependency on foreign policy decision makers. 
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Writing in the rationalist tradition, he suggests that the decision-making 
process involves both a domestic arena, where one set of rules and inter¬ 
ests governs, and an international arena, where a different set of rules 
and interests prevail. Balancing the logic and demands of the two arenas, 
which often are in conflict, forms the central dilemma of foreign policy 
making as seen by pluralists. 15 Other scholars, such as Joe Hagan, incor¬ 
porate particular features of the domestic structure in the form of regimes 
and autonomous political actors (e.g. factions, parties, institutions) into 
the decision-making rubric. 16 The pluralist literature captures well the 
trends that have shaped the external environment in which foreign policy 
operates. It also examines many of the issues in the vast literature on glo¬ 
balization. For example, scholars such as Hill argue that the pluralist litera¬ 
ture is better equipped than the literature on globalization to explore the 
implications of issues of concern to each for foreign policy. We explore 
this proposition in Chapter 6, which examines the relationship between 
foreign policy and globalization and the implications it might have for 
the study of FPA. 

Three critiques of‘classical’ FPA: bringing 
in the state, globalization and change 

This brief overview of the field of FPA shows that there are many dif¬ 
ferent ways of understanding the conduct and significance of states and 
sub-state and non-state actors in foreign policy making. Though there 
is no consensus amongst these approaches, each is seen to contribute to 
a fuller picture of how states and, ultimately, the international system, 
work. Indeed, FPA illumines much that is obscure in IR (a shortcom¬ 
ing somewhat grudgingly acknowledged by recent developments such 
as neo-classical realism). While IR emphasizes the role and influence of 
structural constraints on the international system, FPA focuses on the 
inherent possibilities of human agency and sub-national actors to affect 
and even change the international system. 

These features of Classical FPA have preoccupied foreign policy ana¬ 
lysts for decades, providing a foundation for a steady accretion of knowl¬ 
edge, primarily through an elaboration of the established literature and 
detailed case studies, all of which is contributing to a maturing research 
agenda. At the same time, we would contend that there are oversights 
and areas that are neglected in Classical FPA, which is hampering devel¬ 
opment of the field. As already mentioned, these include the fact that 
there is no theory of the state in FPA, no meaningful incorporation of 
the systemic changes brought by globalization and no accounting for 
change in foreign policy. 
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FPA and the state 

In highlighting the importance of such elements as human agency and 
sub-national actors, FPA has significantly enhanced our understanding of 
foreign policy making and its implementation. However, this analytical 
achievement comes at a conceptual price. In focusing on an unpacking 
of the realist black box, FPA failed to develop its own conception of the 
state with the result that the state is reduced to nothing more than the 
various actors responsible for foreign policy making. For example, early 
studies focus on the individual and de facto equate the state with the 
decision makers, thus rendering the state as no more than the sum of its 
individual (human) parts. In the bureaucratic politics approach, the state 
is little more than an arena in which competing fiefdoms engage in their 
inward-looking games. The state is ultimately no more than the sum of 
its bureaucratic units. From this perspective, foreign policy is either for¬ 
mulated by chance, or is captured unpredictably by different bureaucratic 
elements at different times. 17 

The domestic structure approach would seem more useful for con¬ 
ceptualizing the state; however, it does not provide a conceptualization of 
what the state is. Rather, as the debate on democratic peace theory and 
foreign policy forcefully shows, the state is equated with the polity. Con¬ 
sequently, it is treated more as an arena (not an actor) in which the social 
and political values of a given polity are manifested in its foreign policy. 
Finally, in pluralist formulations and Putnam’s two-level game, the princi¬ 
pal role of the state is to mediate between the pressures from the domestic 
and the external spheres. These pressures arise from the socio-political 
activity in the domestic and transnational spheres, the inter-state activ¬ 
ity occurring within the international realm and the principal motiva¬ 
tions of the central executive. Hence, in contrast to earlier approaches, the 
state is rooted simultaneously in the domestic and the external spheres. In 
this respect, the pluralist approach and Putnam’s metaphor of a two-level 
game are more useful than methods that accommodate the activities of 
actors in either the domestic or the international sphere. However, captur¬ 
ing the dual anchoring of state in the domestic and external spheres does 
not amount to a conception of the state. In this formulation, the state is 
no more than the sum of the pressures exerted by external and domestic 
forces, derived from the activities that occur across the domestic-statist- 
transnational axis. Recourse to a new taxonomy of state actors, which 
draws directly from historical sociology offers a more assured way of 
understanding the relationship between state form and its influence on 
foreign policy. Institutional states, for instance, have resilient structures and 
are embedded in a set of rules and practices that not only encourage their 
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relative autonomy but consequentially reproduce that condition in their 
foreign policies. With weakened formal institutions, quasi-states derive 
their legitimacy from informal domestic practices in combination with 
external sources, which in turn impacts on their foreign policy in funda¬ 
mental ways. Clustered states are defined by their partial pooling of sover¬ 
eignty allowing linkage politics between societal actors with the siting of 
foreign policy agency outside traditional state structures and a concomi¬ 
tant tendency to pursue multilateralism. The lack of a conceptualization 
of the state in FPA’s key middle-range theories produced conceptual, 
ontological and epistemological tensions within FPA. These tensions and 
alternative perspectives on the nature of state as foreign policy actor are 
explored and addressed in Chapter 5. 

FPA and globalization 

FPA’s notion of the state (or lack thereof) is not the only conceptual task 
we tackle in this book. Since the 1980s, a stimulating and charged debate 
on globalization has been taking place in the social sciences, including IR. 
In their work, Global Transformations (1999), Held et al. bring together the 
vast literature on globalization, laying the foundations for globalization 
theory (GT) and provide the tools for examining empirically the glo¬ 
balization of multiple activities: from politics and organized violence, to 
finance, trade, production and migration, culture and environmental deg¬ 
radation. 18 Held et al.’s appraisal of the hyperglobalist, global-sceptic and 
transformationalist theses defined the contours of the first great debate 
on globalization, placing the transformationalist thesis at the forefront of 
what emerged as GT. 19 Two broad assumptions unite the huge literature 
comprising GT. The first one is that globalization is producing a fun¬ 
damental shift in the spatio-temporal constitution of human societies. 
The second one is that this shift is so profound that, in retrospect, it 
has revealed a basic lacuna in the classical, territorially grounded tradi¬ 
tion of social theory, promoting the development of a new post-classical 
social theory in which the categories of space and time assume a central, 
explanatory role. 20 

Since publication of Global Transformations, another great debate on glo¬ 
balization has emerged, much of it centring on the direction that GT should 
take. Authors, such as Rosenberg, argue that GT is fundamentally flawed. 21 
Hence, the way forward is to perform a postmortem, to expose its ‘follies’ 
and draw lessons from these follies. Others acknowledge that the debate on 
globalization has generated a useful and insightful body of literature, but are 
resistant to attempts to turn it into a ‘theory’. 22 This reluctance to theorize, 
and Rosenberg’s dismissal of GT, are rejected by Scholte, Albert, Robertson 
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and by Held and colleagues’ ongoing work. Nevertheless, all these authors 
concede that GT faces a real challenge: how to develop beyond the formu¬ 
lations generated by the first great debate on globalization. 23 

In similar vein, we try to address what would appear to be a signifi¬ 
cant lacuna in GT and FPA. An examination of some of the best-known 
works and forums on globalization reveals that foreign policy is virtu¬ 
ally excluded from GT. 24 Similarly, scholars of FPA have excluded GT 
from their matrix. For instance, the studies by Smith et al. and Hudson 
on the state of the art in FPA completely ignore globalization and GT, 25 
while Hill argues that existing transnational formulations in FPA are bet¬ 
ter equipped than GT to examine issues that are of common concern to 
these literatures. 26 Webber and Smith, on the other hand, embrace the 
notion of globalization and explore its implications for FPA, but do not 
consider the reverse position. 27 

This mutual exclusion in our view is problematic since the relationship 
between foreign policy and globalization might have significant implica¬ 
tions for the subject matter of IR. Amongst other things, it underplays 
the role of human agency in fomenting the elemental processes that are 
collectively labelled as globalization, reducing the role of foreign policy 
at best to a set of puny defensive measures against what is often treated 
as the ‘meteorological’ forces of the international system. Thus, the gap 
in contemporary IR theory, framed by the mutual conceptual neglect of 
FPA and GT, would seem to be a significant barrier to our understanding 
of how foreign policy can provide a new lens on the globalization process 
that is grounded in an agency-centred approach. Chapter 6 explores ways 
to bridge this gap and how we might conceptualize foreign policy in the 
context of globalization, to try to establish how and to what extent FPA 
can contribute to the study of foreign policy in the context of globaliza¬ 
tion, and to understand the relationship between these two aspects. 

FPA and change 

Finally, alongside the failure to adequately theorize the state and to 
account for the forces of globalization, foreign policy change has been rather 
ignored by classical FPA scholars. Similar to IR, which failed to account 
for the rapid series of events that precipitated the ending of the Cold War 
(CW) in 1989, FPA says little about the sources and conditions giving rise 
to significant alterations in a state’s foreign policy. This is despite seminal 
foreign policy moments, such as Nixon’s dramatic diplomatic turn to the 
People’s Republic of China in 1972, and the systematic reorientation of 
post-Soviet states towards the West, when foreign policy change was a 
significant feature of the fabric of international politics. 
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Understanding and integrating ‘change’ into analyses of foreign policy 
requires accounting for its impact in relation to individual decision mak¬ 
ers, institutions and structures of decision making as well as the wider 
socio-political and external context within which such change occurs. 
David Welch’s Painful Choices: A Theory of Foreign Policy Change (2005) is 
one of the few efforts to tackle this subject. Welch tries to capture some of 
the diverse sources of foreign policy change by focusing on cognitive and 
motivational psychology, insights from organizational theory and, most 
successfully, by employing prospect theory. In the latter, foreign policy 
change is linked to decision makers’ fears that continuing with the status 
quo will generate ever more painful losses. 28 

However, there is clearly much more scope for assessing the role of 
change in foreign policy. Drawing on other relevant sources, the literature 
on ‘learning’ provides insights into the part played by personality in facili¬ 
tating foreign policy choices that embrace change. 29 If we examine the 
topic from a different angle, institutional sources of resistance to change may 
be tied to the levels of bureaucratic embeddedness in the decision-making 
process through role socialization, procedural scripts and cultural ratio¬ 
nales, but there is little discussion in FPA of processes such as institutional 
learning and its impact on foreign policy choice. 3 " Michael Barnett’s anal¬ 
ysis of how skilful ‘political entrepreneurs’ are able to re-frame identity 
issues within a specific institutional context so as to embark on dramatic 
foreign policy shifts provides a theoretically eclectic treatment of foreign 
policy change which reasserts the role of agency. 31 Furthermore, against 
the backdrop of a ‘wave of democratization’ that has been sweeping across 
all regions of the world since 1974, a fruitful avenue for assessing foreign 
policy change is the relationship between regime type and socio-political 
changes in conjunction with broader systemic factors. Alison Stanger, 
building on the work of transitologists, such as Juan Linz and Samuel P. 
Huntington, suggests that it is the nature of democratic transitions - 
whether elite-led reformist regimes, revolutionary regimes or power¬ 
sharing arrangements - that shape the underlying approach adopted by 
a post-authoritarian regime to foreign policy questions. 32 Finally, explor¬ 
ing the relationship between identity formation and national roles in the 
context of deeply divided societies and states in transition is reinforced 
by the constructivist turn in FPA led by scholars like Jutta Weldes, Julie 
Kaarbo and David Houghton. Such analyses offer up an opportunity to 
recognize not only the co-constitutive function that foreign policy has in 
reproducing notions of identity and what constitutes national interest at 
any given time, but they emphasize its instrumental uses to accrue regime 
legitimacy, as well as the domestic sources of foreign policy change. How 
FPA might more fully account for change is explored in Chapter 7. 
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Conclusion: FPA and the study of IR 

FPA has constantly engaged with the broader debates in the discipline of 
IR, from challenges to realism’s key concepts, to introducing IR to new 
literatures, to employing a new type of methodology - that of a middle- 
range theory We believe that if FPA is to maintain its status as an inno¬ 
vative sub-strand of IR, it is essential that it engages with the discipline. 
As we develop our three critiques of FPA, we will highlight new points 
of intersection between FPA and IR theory Two strands of IR appear 
particularly useful for the development of an ongoing dialogue between 
FPA and broader IR theory: historical sociology of IR, and constructiv¬ 
ism. Engaging more closely with the broader debate in the social sciences 
on globalization and its implications for IR would also seem pertinent. 
Finally, FPA has potential points of intersection with neo-classical realism, 
which we explore in later chapters. Through this effort, we hope to be 
able to build on and expand the theoretical canvas of FPA and to shape its 
ongoing dialogue with IR. 
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Foreign policy decision 
making 


Introduction 

The foreign policy decision-making process is a major focus of FPA schol¬ 
arship seeking to unlock and explain the complexities of state conduct in 
the international system. In this regard, rationality and its application to 
foreign policy decision making is one of the most influential approaches 
to understanding contemporary international politics. Derived from pub¬ 
lic choice theory — which itself emerged out of the fields of economics 
and policy sciences - rational choice scholars have actively sought to uti¬ 
lize a well-established methodology of decision making in the context 
of foreign policy. Applying this approach to the task of modelling the 
complex environment of foreign policy decision making has, nonetheless, 
posed new challenges for rationalists. 1 The result has been the develop¬ 
ment of innovations in modelling choice in areas as diverse as nuclear 
strategy and trade negotiations, which have become influential in aca¬ 
demic and foreign policy-making circles. 

The use of rationalist approaches to analyse foreign policy decision 
making, at the same time, has inspired considerable commentary and crit¬ 
icism. Indeed, the formative work of FPA has been devoted to assessing 
the weaknesses of this school of thought and its links to realist assump¬ 
tions. 2 This critique of rationalist accounts of foreign policy decision 
making is rooted as much in its inability to accurately capture the actual 
foreign policy process as in the problems posed by some of its foun¬ 
dational assumptions. Culling from studies of political psychology and 
cognitive theory, FPA scholars have focused on the centrality of the mind 
of the decision maker, its powerful effect on the framing of particular 
foreign policy issues and the consequent impact on the formulation and 
selection of policy options. The subsequent research conducted into the 
role of perceptual factors and cognitive shortcomings highlights the many 
distortions integral to the decision-making process, challenging the very 
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possibility of achieving rationality in foreign policy. Introducing the prob¬ 
lematic of foreign policy implementation, as we will see as the argument 
unfolds, exposes rationalist assumptions to a further round of criticisms. 

Yet there remains within much of FPA a desire to retain adherence 
to a broadly rationalist description of foreign policy decision making. 
Notions such as ‘bounded rationality’, which seek to account for the 
distorting effects of partial information and narrowing perceptions, are 
suggestive of the continuing relevance of rational choice theory - albeit 
somewhat reconstituted in light of criticisms - to any accounts of the 
decision-making process. James Rosenau’s clarion call to identify vari¬ 
ables and rigorous methodologies to better organize the study of foreign 
policy — which led to the ill-fated comparative foreign policy research 
programme — while embracing much of the critique of rationalism in 
setting out his FPA ‘pre-theories’, nonetheless seeks to frame the research 
agenda squarely within the realm of positivism. 3 The ‘pull of rational¬ 
ism’ as a method, however attenuated to account for critiques, remains an 
important dimension of FPA. The result is that contemporary scholars 
have developed new methodological approaches to foreign policy deci¬ 
sion making, which are explicitly aimed at reconciling the contingencies 
of rationality with the insights derived from its various critics. 

Rationality and foreign policy decision making 

Realists believe that all states’foreign policies conform to basic parameters 
set by the anarchic international system. Above all, realists stress, scholars 
need to investigate the influences of the structure of the international 
system and the relative power of states in order to understand the out¬ 
comes of foreign policy decisions. Calculations of national interest are 
self-evident and can be arrived at rationally through a careful analysis of 
the material conditions of states as well as the particulars of a given foreign 
policy dilemma confronting states. The classical realism formulation of 
balance of power provides a crude, but effective, tool for analysing state 
action in international affairs. 

Rational choice theory (sometimes called public choice theory) as 
applied to international affairs has sought to introduce a more rigorous, 
methodologically sound approach that could use the basic laws of choice 
to assess the process and outcome of foreign policy decision making. 
From this perspective, the maximization of utility by actors - in this case 
states - is the ultimate aim of foreign policy decision makers. By maximi¬ 
zation of utility, we mean that a state first identifies and prioritizes foreign 
policy goals; it then identifies and selects from the means available to it 
which fulfil its aims with the least cost. This cost-benefit analysis involves 
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trade-offs between different possible foreign policy positions and, ulti¬ 
mately, produces a theory of foreign policy choice that reflects a calculus 
of self-interest. In this regard, the focus of this approach traditionally is 
on policy outcomes and therefore assumes a relatively undifferentiated 
decision-making body for foreign policy (a ‘unitary actor’) rather than 
one composed of different decision makers. 

However, some rationalist scholars have recognized that an assessment 
of national interest — defined as enhancing security and wealth maximiza¬ 
tion (or, to use the public choice jargon,‘preference formation’) - is cru¬ 
cial to determining the actual foreign policy choice. Their consideration 
of the sources for foreign policy preferences suggests that it is the nature 
of the international system and accompanying structural parity between 
states produced by sovereignty, rather than any particular domestic feature 
in a given state, that remains the most significant determinant of choice. 
As all states reside within the same international setting, in which the 
conditions of anarchy tend to structure the ‘rules of the game’ in a similar 
fashion for all states, coming to an interpretation of action and reaction 
should not be out of reach for foreign policy analysts. 

Operationalizing the core assumptions in rational decision making, espe¬ 
cially those of motivation (self-interest) and a single decision maker (uni¬ 
tary actor), can produce some compelling explanations of the process and 
choices pursued in foreign policy. This general depiction of rationality is 
best captured perhaps through the application of game theory to foreign 
policy decision making. Here scholars have isolated particular dilemmas 
in foreign policy and sought to frame them within a matrix of choice that 
illuminates the dilemmas facing decision makers. 

Game theory is a structured approach which in its original form pos¬ 
its a relatively simple matrix of participants and issues that allows math¬ 
ematically derived interpretations of decision making. For game theorists, 
the respective rules of different types of games frame the possibilities of 
choice undertaken by the participants and the accompanying strategies 
employed to achieve best possible outcomes. For instance, cooperative 
and non-cooperative forms of the game produce strategies that range 
from ‘zero-sum’ wins by one participant over the other to trade-offs that 
secure ‘win-sets’, that is outcomes in which both parties are able to claim 
satisfactory - if often sub-optimal - outcomes. Snyder and Diesing employ 
game theory to develop an understanding of the conduct of states dur¬ 
ing international crises, coming up with nine possible negotiating ‘games’ 
framed by different crisis situations:‘Hero’,‘Leader’, Prisoner’s Dilemma’, 
‘Chicken’, ‘Deadlock’, ‘Called Bluff, ‘Bully’, ‘Big Bully’ and Protector’. 4 
The central contention in this approach is that it is the structure of the cri¬ 
sis that determines the type of bargaining strategies and eventual outcomes 
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that take place between two parties. Powell shifts the focus to the nature 
of the negotiation itself during international crises, positing that there is a 
‘risk/return’ trade-off operating during international crises tied to power as 
well as information asymmetries. 5 Drawing on ‘game theory’ approaches, 
three useful examples of this form of rationalism put to the task of under¬ 
standing foreign policy decision making can be applied in the areas of 
nuclear strategy, international trade and democratic peace theory. 

Thomas Schelling’s work on game theory and its application to nuclear 
strategy elaborates upon the classic prisoner’s dilemma schema. Schelling 
uses the format of strategic bargaining with imperfect information in a 
non-cooperative game to adduce the conduct of participants facing deci¬ 
sions in a nuclear arms race. 6 His insight is to analyse how deterrence, that 
is, the promulgation of an arms build-up and a concomitant agreement 
not to mobilize (‘first strike’ in nuclear parlance), operates as an imperfect 
restraint on a state’s move towards conflict. The incremental use of strate¬ 
gies of escalation to produce behaviour change in an aggressive opponent, 
or ‘brinkmanship’, is advocated by Schelling as a way of establishing and 
maintaining the credibility of the deterrent. A ‘balance of terror’ is the 
predicted foreign policy outcome in this approach and, indeed, served as 
the core nuclear doctrine for the US for a number of years. 

In the area of international diplomacy, Robert Putnam attempts to 
explain the contrary outcomes found in trade policy negotiations. 7 Put¬ 
nam asserts that the best way to understand the behaviour of foreign 
policy decision makers is to recognize that they are in fact operating in 
two separate environments, each with a distinctive set of logics that struc¬ 
ture choice accordingly. Leaders naturally attend to domestic concerns in 
developing their position on a given issue. The fact that the international 
environment is a ‘self-help system’ conditioned by anarchy, while the 
domestic environment functions in accordance with a recognized author¬ 
ity structure and accompanying rules, means that foreign policy decision 
makers have to operate in two overlapping - and potentially conflicting - 
games simultaneously. For Putnam, a win-set is only achieved when the 
outcome reflects the shared interests of all the relevant actors and is in 
tune with the imperatives of the domestic environment. 

Finally, Levy and Razin’s study of democratic peace theory provides a 
compelling interpretation of the role that information plays in open soci¬ 
eties, which allows for them to devise bargaining strategies that produce 
both cooperation and mutually beneficial outcomes. According to Levy 
and Razin, it is the flow of information — a by-product of democratic 
societies - that better enables democratic decision makers to calculate 
potential gains and losses and thereby to come to an amicable resolution 
to any dispute. 8 By contrast, it is the uncertainties founded in information 
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asymmetries in the interactions between democratic and non-democratic 
states that are the determining factor in explaining the statistical tendency 
towards foreign policies of conflict between them. 

What is notable about the utilization of game theory in foreign policy 
decision making is the degree to which it tacidy relies upon the perceptions 
of decision makers in structuring the context of negotiations and the process 
that accompanies them. The lack of explicit recognition by rational choice 
theorists of the implications that this crucial perceptual factor has on key 
claims of rationality of the entire process opens up a line of criticism which 
FPA scholars such as Robert Jervis were to pursue with great vigour. 9 

With respect to the last two applications of game theory to foreign 
policy, outlined above, it is interesting that they involve greater atten¬ 
tion to and integration of the domestic environment and, consequently, 
a richer description of the decision-making process. At the same time, 
however, as inputs from the domestic environment are integrated into 
the decision matrix, the complexity of sources of influence upon the for¬ 
eign policy decision-making process is increasingly evident. Rationalists 
operating in this tradition acknowledge that domestic constraints and the 
disparity between the underlying governing logic of the international and 
domestic systems exert a determining impact upon foreign policy deci¬ 
sions. 10 This fundamental condition helps explain the variety of foreign 
policy choices and outcomes which, on the surface, appear at odds with 
rationalist depictions of foreign policy. Indeed, the putative pressure from 
domestic sources is even said to be exploited by leaders to extract conces¬ 
sions during negotiations with foreign actors. 11 

More generally, as can be seen from this presentation of the rationalist 
perspective on foreign policy — and notwithstanding the nagging prob¬ 
lems associated with individual perceptions and the complexity implied 
by giving greater weight to domestic factors — developing foreign policy 
goals and implementing them involves a relatively straightforward assess¬ 
ment of the situation and other actors’ potential actions based on their 
status and material endowment within the international system. Opti¬ 
mal outcomes, albeit within the framework of available choices, are both 
the goal and the guide for foreign policy choice. Good foreign policy is 
achievable and, presumably, is a realistic source for ordering the interna¬ 
tional system through some form of balancing or trade-off mechanism. 


Challenging rational decision making: the role 
of psychology, cognition and personality 

Foreign policy is the product of human agency, that is, individuals in 
leadership positions identifying foreign policy issues, making judgements 
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about them and then acting upon that information. It is this fundamental 
insight, at the heart of the behaviourist critique of rationality in decision 
making, which instigated a concentrated study of the impact of individual 
psychology on foreign policy. Underlying this behaviourist approach was 
the recognition that individual leaders of states exercise a seminal influ¬ 
ence over the foreign policy process by dint of their experience, outlook 
and limitations and, therefore, were worthy of special attention. Among 
the diversity of psychological factors said to play a role in shaping foreign 
policy are the influence of individual perceptions, human cognition, a 
leader’s personality and the dynamics of group decision making. 

For proponents of the psychological approach, foreign policy deci¬ 
sion makers operate in a highly complex world and their decisions carry 
significant risks. These include linguistic-cultural barriers, stereotypes, 
high volumes of, yet incomplete, information. Hence, through processes 
of perception and cognition, decision makers develop images, subjective 
assessments of the larger operational context, which when taken together 
constitute a ‘definition of the situation’. These definitions are always a 
distortion of reality since the purpose of perception is to simplify and 
order the external environment. Policy makers can therefore never be 
completely rational in applying the rationalists’ imperative of maximiza¬ 
tion of utility towards any decisions. 


A critique of rational decision making 

Harold and Margaret Sprout introduced one of the most defining critiques 
of the rational approach to foreign policy. They examined the environment 
within which foreign policy decisions are taken, distinguishing between the 
‘operational environment’ - which they posit as objective reality - and the 
‘psychological environment’ — which they hold to be subjective and under 
the influence of a myriad of perceptual biases and cognitive stimuli. 12 For¬ 
eign policy decision makers take decisions on the basis of their psychologi¬ 
cal environment, relying upon perceptions as a guide, rather than any cold 
weighing of objective facts. Harold and Margaret Sprout believed that the 
accompanying gap between the ‘operational environment’ and the ‘psycho¬ 
logical environment’ within which decision makers act introduced signifi¬ 
cant distortions into foreign policy making with important implications for 
foreign policy as a whole. This division which they set out proved to be a 
defining feature of the emerging critique of rationalist accounts of decision 
making, opening up an examination of the impact that psychological and 
cognitive factors have on the minds of decision makers. 

Richard Snyder and colleagues took this insight further, pointing out 
that it was inaccurate to ascribe decision making to the autonomous 
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unitary entity known as the state. 13 In their view, the ‘black box of foreign 
policy decision making’ needed to be opened up so that one could both 
recognize the actual complexity underlying decisions (which includes 
individual biases and bureaucratic processes) and develop a better analysis 
of foreign policy itself. The result was a focus on the actors, processes and 
ultimately the structures of foreign policy decision making within the 
state as sources of explanation for foreign policy. A key contribution made 
by Snyder was to emphasize the ‘definition of the situation’ by foreign 
policy makers. 14 What this notion sought to capture was the centrality of 
decision makers - and with it their subjective biases - in defining, assess¬ 
ing and interpreting foreign policy events. Human agency, with all its foi¬ 
bles, was in this way reasserted to be at the core of international politics. 15 

For these critics of rationality, foreign policy decision makers do not 
act in a purely rational manner that conforms to the core assumptions of 
realism and public choice theory. At best, foreign policy decision makers 
could be said to operate within the framework of the information avail¬ 
able to them and make decisions on that limited basis. Moreover, deci¬ 
sion makers are subject also to other influences, such as their perceptions, 
pre-existing beliefs or prejudices and cognitive limitations on handling 
information, which introduce further distortions to the process. Much of 
the substance of this latter critique against rationality as a source of foreign 
policy decision making was made by the behaviourists in their work on 
individual decision makers. Critics of rationality believe that attempts at 
rational foreign policy decision making are misguided and even poten¬ 
tially dangerous for states. 


The role of perception 

In dividing the setting of foreign policy decision making between the 
‘operational’ and ‘psychological’ environments, Harold and Margaret 
Sprout opened up the possibility of FPA scholars investigating the interior 
lives of individual foreign policy makers. Psychology, especially the work 
on perception and cognition, became a critical resource for understanding 
these dynamics inherent in the decision making conducted by individu¬ 
als. Underlying this approach is cognitive psychology’s general insights 
on human behaviour, which suggest human beings prefer simplicity to 
complexity, seek consistency over ambiguity, are poor estimators of prob¬ 
ability, and are loss averse. 16 These fundamental attributes play a critical 
role in shaping the foreign policy decision-making process. 

Robert Jervis produced one of the most influential studies in this area 
on the role of‘misperception’ in foreign policy decisions, which he says 
stems from the fact that leaders make foreign policy based upon their 
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perceptions rather than the actual ‘operational environment’. His studies 
demonstrate that individual leaders draw upon a personalized understand¬ 
ing of history in their efforts to both interpret international events and 
devise appropriate responses to them. 17 These interpretations are rooted 
in a relatively stable set of beliefs which, when coupled with the cogni¬ 
tive drive for consistency, produce a deliberate (if unintended) reinforcing 
of the leader’s evolving foreign policy prescription and the underlying 
beliefs upon which they are based. 18 For Kenneth Boulding, this suggests 
that foreign policy decisions are largely the product of the ‘images’ that 
individual leaders have of other countries or leaders and, therefore, are 
based upon stereotypes, biases and other subjective sources that interfere 
with their ability to conduct rational foreign policy. 19 All these scholars 
see leadership as bringing its particular experience and outlook, perhaps 
shaped by individual and societal prejudices or media imagery, to the 
foreign policy process and thus introducing distortions in the ‘definition 
of the situation’. 

Within the realm of foreign policy decision making itself, the appar¬ 
ent symmetry between two potential choices posited by rationalism is 
subject to underlying psychological biases. The recognition by psycholo¬ 
gists that human beings are loss averse, that is, they give greater weight to 
actions that potentially could stave off loss in relation to actions that might 
produce gain, provides insight into the consistency with which deci¬ 
sion makers pursue ‘preservationist’ outcomes - producing sub-optimal 
choices — within game theory. While this relative weighting of the fear of 
loss compared to gain is accounted for to some extent by rational choice 
scholars, the broader point is that it suggests that perceptual factors have 
a primordial hold on the mechanism of choice. Concurrently, there is 
well-founded empirical evidence that while decision makers persistently 
ascribe purposeful rationality to the decisions of other actors, they allow 
for a host of externalities as sources of influence over their own decision¬ 
making processes. This belief or ‘fundamental attribution error’ leads to 
a pattern of under-estimation of the constraints affecting ‘opponents’ in 
relation to oneself and contributes to distortions in foreign policy deci¬ 
sion making. 211 


The role of cognition 

Another dimension of the psychological approach that affects foreign 
policy is cognition. Cognition, the process by which humans select and 
process information from the world around them, introduces important 
problems to the decision-making process. For instance, the sheer volume 
of possible information that could significantly impact upon a particular 
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foreign policy and the patent inability of an individual to recognize or 
process it successfully is a well-known problem. Indeed, the limits that 
cognition - when coupled to the role of perception - imposes on a ratio¬ 
nal account of foreign policy are such that it is difficult to describe these 
decisions as anything but the product of an incomplete (and therefore 
unsatisfactory) process. 

Cognitive consistency is a crucial concept for FPA scholars working 
on decision-making dynamics. The impulse to seek out and reinforce 
the existing beliefs of decision makers is a fundamental cognitive drive 
for human beings. Jervis’ investigation of‘cognitive consistency’ points 
out that foreign policy makers habitually screen out the disruptive effects 
by finding a logical way of incorporating them into the rationale for a 
given foreign policy choice. 21 Building upon these insights, other behav¬ 
iourist scholars have highlighted the distortions to rational foreign policy 
imposed by the search for cognitive consistency by individual leaders. 
Leon Festinger’s concept of‘cognitive dissonance’, that is, the effort by 
which a decision maker deliberately excludes new or contradictory infor¬ 
mation, in order to maintain his or her existing image or cognitive map, is 
one example of this. 22 Rosati’s work on ‘schema theory’, however, suggests 
that these accounts of cognitive consistency are too rigid. 23 Cognitive 
theorists assume that individual decision makers are fixated on maintain¬ 
ing a well-integrated belief system and that this is both resistant to change 
as well as serving as a singular source for foreign policy choice. Schema 
theory posits a much more fragmented depiction of beliefs, which are said 
to be understood better as isolated repositories of knowledge, allowing 
for the inconsistency that characterizes their application to foreign policy 
decision making. The role of learning in foreign policy, including the 
drive to use history as a basis for decision making, is an expression of this 
dynamic process (see below). 

Given the desire to produce a predictive science of foreign policy 
within FPA, attempts have been made to put these insights into a workable 
framework which captures a leader’s beliefs in a systemic way. According 
to Alexander George, the international environment is filtered by deci¬ 
sion makers through their own ‘operational code’, that is, a set of rules 
and perceptions that have previously been established within their minds 
and which are used to assess new situations and develop policy responses 
to them. 24 Robert Axelrod suggests that this interrelationship between 
individual leaders and their environments can best be explained through 
the development of a ‘cognitive map’ that combines perception, prejudice 
and an understanding of‘historical lessons’ and applies these to the task of 
decision making. 25 His research findings suggest, moreover, that foreign 
policy makers tend towards those policy choices that involve the fewest 
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trade-offs, not necessarily the ‘best’ or ‘optimal’ policies that the rational 
choice theorists would have us believe, but the ones that involve the path 
of least resistance. Indeed, some characterize this sub-optimal decision 
making as ‘satisficing’, that is, the decision maker’s impulse to choose a 
policy option that addresses the immediate pressures and concerns rather 
than weighing the merits of a given policy. 26 


The role of personality 

In addition to perception and cognition, FPA scholars have tried to assess 
the impact of a leader’s personality on foreign policy. They note that dif¬ 
ferent leaders bring their own biases to office and — this is most evident 
in the removal of one leader and the installation of another — can exercise 
dramatically different influences over their countries’ foreign policies. For 
example, scholars point to John E Kennedy’s inexperience and youth com¬ 
pared to Nikita Khrushchev as a factor that played into the latter’s decision 
to deploy Soviet missiles in Cuba in 1962. 27 Ironically, in another mark 
of the force of personality on foreign policy, General Charles de Gaulle 
cited Kennedy’s willingness to tolerate the hostile Castro regime within 
striking distance of the US in the aftermath of the Cuban missile crisis as 
a key causal factor in his decision to pull France out of the North Atlan¬ 
tic Treaty Organization (NATO) and embark on an independent French 
nuclear weapons programme. 28 De Gaulle reasoned that if Kennedy would 
not use force against an obvious military threat to the US population, then 
the American president would not be willing to support the use of US 
troops in defence of French interests. Finally, Tony Blair’s commitment 
to the 2003 Iraq invasion has been tied by some scholars to his ‘messianic’ 
personality, while George Bush’s public pronouncements influenced the 
American public’s view of his handling of the conflict. 29,3(1 Psychological 
profiling of leaders, analysing the origins of their patterns of behaviour as a 
clue to their possible actions, has become an important preoccupation for 
FPA scholars. 31 All these individualistic and deeply personal elements are 
said to affect leadership and ultimately foreign policy outcomes. 

In their study of personality, Irving Janis and Leon Mann introduce a 
‘motivational’ model of foreign policy decision making that emphasizes 
the fact that leaders are emotional beings seeking to resolve internal deci¬ 
sional conflict. 32 The role of emotions is most pronounced in a crisis, and at 
this point, stress intervenes, causing a lack of ability to abstract and tolerate 
ambiguity and an increased tendency towards aggressive behaviour. Tunnel 
vision, fixation on single solutions to the exclusion of all others, may also 
ensue under these trying circumstances as leaders struggle to manage the 
complexity of decisions. 33 According to some scholars, those leaders who 
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are more highly motivated by the pursuit of power have a propensity for 
confrontational foreign policy, while those inclined towards greater inter¬ 
personal trust display more conciliatory forms of foreign policy. 34 

The expectation that leaders use nationalist foreign policy as a diver¬ 
sion from pressing domestic problems is a truism in popular assessments of 
leaders as different as Margret Thatcher in response to the Falkland Islands 
crisis, George W. Bush’s pursuit of war in Iraq and Xi Jinping’s forward 
strategy in East and Southeast Asia. In particular, a leader’s propensity 
for engaging in risk-taking foreign policies has been correlated to their 
holding of‘hawkish’ world views, having a familiarity with the use of the 
military as a foreign policy instrument and confidence in their ability to 
wield it, while minimizing risk. 35 According to Foster and Keller, leaders 
who are lower in conceptual complexity are more likely to promulgate 
aggressive foreign policies that predicated on diversionary strategies, while 
leaders with higher levels of conceptual complexity will conduct a more 
thorough-going assessment of risks and avoid diversionary strategies. 36 

Another manifestation of personality in foreign policy is the particu¬ 
lar leadership style adopted by the key foreign policy actor. According to 
Orbovich and Molnar, four different cognitive leadership styles are possible, 
from systemic (rationalist, cost-benefit calculation), speculative (context ori¬ 
ented), judicial (task oriented) to intuitive (relies on non-rational approach, 
‘hunches’). 37 Management of the decision-making process in foreign policy, 
be it seeking emotional reinforcement from an advisory group or using the 
group to affirm the leader’s decision through forced consensus, is a reflec¬ 
tion of the emotional disposition of the foreign policy decision maker. 38 

All these psychological factors are brought direcdy to bear on the for¬ 
eign policy decision maker’s assessment of the relative risk of a particular 
choice. Prospect theory suggests that when foreign policy decision makers 
perceive their setting to be one of gain, they become risk averse, seeking 
to hold on to their attainments. Conversely, when foreign policy deci¬ 
sion makers perceive themselves to be operating in a setting of loss, they 
become risk takers, gambling on achieving gains through the pursuit of 
high-risk actions. 39 These situational (or‘domain’) settings provide a con¬ 
text in which the rationality of the decision-making process is maintained 
in procedural terms, but is fatally compromised by subjective assessments 
of the situation faced by the foreign policy decision maker. 


The role of the group 

The same human psychological and cognitive limitations which challenge 
the rational actor model of decision making apply also to groups. Group 
decision-making structures, which are put in place in order to broaden the 
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information base, provide alternative sources of analysis and experience - 
in other words, to combat some of the perceptual misconceptions and 
cognitive shortcomings that arise in individual decision making — and 
introduce a new set of problems. Jams’ investigation of foreign policy 
making by groups concludes that they suffer from ‘groupthink’, that is 
to say individuals tend to seek to maintain consensus when operating in 
a group even at the expense of promoting their own particular (and pos¬ 
sibly more sensible) perspective on an issue under discussion. 40 Through 
this process of concurrency-seeking behaviour by group members, the 
objectively best (or ‘optimal’) decision to a given foreign policy dilemma 
can become diluted or even abandoned as individuals strive to come up 
with a common group position on how to address a specific foreign pol¬ 
icy challenge. The very sources of support or opposition to a particular 
policy choice may be driven by the desire to satisfy the leader of the 
group rather than by the merit of the proposal. Equally, self-perceptions 
on how positions adopted by the group may affect one’s status within the 
group - rather than the matter under discussion - have also factored into 
group decisions. 

Considerable scholarship has been devoted to ameliorating the worst 
effects of groupthink, including restructuring groups periodically and 
reviewing decisions under consideration. George proposes a number of 
measures to combat this tendency, including the imposition of a devil’s 
advocate to question pending decisions and rotation of leaders within 
smaller groups, but the fact remains that under circumstances where 
time is an issue, such as is the case in foreign policy crises, the impulse 
towards seeking consensus for sub-optimal policy positions is strong. 41 
Other scholars have sought to go ‘beyond groupthink’ and re-examine 
the phenomenon in light of new data and insights. Stern and Sundelius, 
for instance, suggest that a key case examined by Janis, that of the Bay of 
Pigs fiasco, is better explained by ‘new group syndrome’ and an absence 
of assertive leadership than the pathologies associated with groupthink. 42 


Critiques of the foreign policy 
decision-making approach 

The psychological approach in many respects is a devastating one for 
proponents of rationality in foreign policy. Nevertheless, its limitations 
as an interpretive tool in FPA have become evident to many working 
in the discipline. Holsti, for example, ultimately seeks to downplay the 
significance of psychological factors in foreign policy by stressing the 
importance of the operational environment as determining foreign policy 
independent of the psychological environment. He says foreign policy 
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cannot be usefully explained if one does not take into account several 
levels of analysis in addition to the individual level (where considerations 
of perception, cognition and personality do matter), namely bureaucratic 
constraints, domestic influences and the external environment. 43 More¬ 
over, the stock of images, perceptions and ideology identified by FPA 
scholars are not the products of individuals, but rather emerge out of soci¬ 
ety (they are ‘socially constructed’). Therefore, it is not especially relevant 
to focus on individuals alone. It would be more meaningful to focus on 
the social context within which they operate. 

Also, the importance of personality in foreign policy is discounted by 
some scholars. Steve Smith’s study of the 1979 Iran hostage crisis suggests 
that personality is not as significant as the actual role assumed by individu¬ 
als holding positions of authority. 44 We explore this issue further in Chap¬ 
ter 3. Others point to the difficulty of measuring the degree of influence 
that psychological factors have on foreign policy outcomes. Can one really 
ascribe the decision of Barak Obama to endorse a new military surge in 
Iraq in 2014, to formative events in his background, and, if so, why were 
they any more important than the social, economic and security reasons for 
taking action? Overall, personality - as well as perception and cognition - 
can usefully contribute to explain aspects of the process of choice in for¬ 
eign policy, but cannot serve as the sole or overarching explanation. 

Psychological approaches in FPA provide a window on decision mak¬ 
ing that enriches our understanding of the myriad of possible influences 
on the foreign policy choices made by leaders. In many ways, it could 
be argued that the work of FPA scholars on perception and cognition 
anticipated the insights provided by constructivists working in Ill theory 
a generation later. 45 There are distinctive differences, for instance, between 
the focus on the individual construction of reality in FPA contrasts with 
the collective construction of reality which features in constructivism, 
reflecting their differing emphases on the role of structure and agency. 
Debates within constructivism centre upon the role of social norms ver¬ 
sus discourses as key processes in formulating inter-subjective meanings 
which have implications for the focus of research in FPA. With respect 
to the former, the concept of ‘strategic social rationality’ as applied by 
norms entrepreneurs conforms more readily to the broader framework of 
rationality adopted by FPA, especially as reformulated through ideas such 
as ‘bounded rationality’. At the same time, the commitment to positivism 
inherent in the formative division between the ‘objective’ and ‘subjective’ 
environments of foreign policy decision making produces a barrier to 
FPA scholars fully embracing constructivist notions of‘inter-subjectivity’. 

Elucidating the limitations of the decision-making formulation from 
a different angle, scholars have emphasized the neglect of foreign policy 



32 Foreign policy decision making 

implementation as an area of study in FPA. 46 Revisiting Charles Lindb- 
lom’s celebrated critique of the rationalist depiction of decision making 
by scholars of public administration provides further insight into the rela¬ 
tionship between foreign policy formulation and its implementation. He 
points out that decisions are not, as rationalists would have it, made in a lin¬ 
ear top-down fashion, but rather through a ‘root and branch’ approach. 47 
What this suggests is that the implementing agents themselves - distant 
from the policy makers in spatial, emotional and often a geographic sense 
as well - exercise considerable sway over foreign policy. They attribute 
meaning to foreign policy and through their responsibility for implemen¬ 
tation, they affect the manner in which these foreign policy directives are 
actually operationalized. In so doing, implementing agents have a direct 
impact on foreign policy, feeding back into the process, thereby affecting 
the perceptions and choices of top-level foreign policy makers. This feed¬ 
back process is generally seen to be an imperfect one by participants and 
carries with it the possibilities of exacerbating the distorting impact of 
psychology and cognition. The decision-making literature in FPA has not 
developed a sufficient understanding of the interpretive and operational 
impact implementing agencies have on foreign policy. This calls for a kind 
of ‘sub-altern’ form of analysis of foreign policy decision making rooted 
in unpacking the relatively unexplored motives, methods and actions of 
foreign policy implementing agents rather than the perpetual focus on the 
policy makers. In our view, this would do much to enhance the analytical 
purchase of decision-making theory. 

Dividing the foreign policy process into a decision phase and an 
implementation phase is arguably a more fundamental error produced 
by rational choice scholars. The idea of a neat sequencing of the foreign 
policy process does not, of course, hold up to close scrutiny when set 
against empirical evidence. Allison’s seminal work on bureaucracies is 
but one of a number of case studies of foreign policy decision making 
that comes up with this assertion (see Chapter 3). Even the notion of 
a decision-making process that is implicitly treated by scholars as being 
relatively isolated — and therefore examinable — from the context of prior 
decisions, is questionable. At the same time, recourse to the artifice of 
this sequencing model of policy making is analytically useful, as Harald 
Saetren reminds us: 

It is true that the public policy process does not necessarily follow 
the sequential logic of the stages metaphor in all cases, especially not 
its later stages (like implementation, evaluation, feedback, and policy 
learning). Nevertheless, the stages metaphor is important because 
it reflects institutional rules and norms about how public policies 
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should to be transformed from ideas to practice in modern political 
systems. The appropriateness of this analytical construct should not 
be taken for granted or dispelled axiomatically. What the stages meta¬ 
phor does is to describe a hypothetical process sequence, the validity 
of which must always remain an empirical question. 48 

The problem resides in confusing this effort at modelling foreign policy 
decision making for the real thing and thus obliges scholars to challenge 
its easy depiction of the process against actual cases. 

Reconciling rational and non-rational approaches: 
bounded rationality, cybernetics and poliheuristics 

Efforts to rehabilitate rationality as a source for foreign policy decision 
making have resulted in a number of innovative approaches that attempt to 
incorporate the insights and criticisms levelled against it. Herbert Simon’s 
work (although he is not an IR scholar, but an economist) suggests that 
while decision makers cannot achieve pure rationality, they nonetheless 
conduct themselves along the lines of‘procedural’ rationality when faced 
with a particular policy dilemma. Foreign policy makers, therefore, oper¬ 
ate within the framework of what Simon calls ‘bounded rationality’, that 
is, they act rationally within the context of partial information and other 
limitations placed on decisions. 49 

John Steinbruner, responding to the general critique on rationality, the 
problematic of group decision making and the issues raised by the bureau¬ 
cratic politics model, introduced what he called a cybernetic processing 
approach to foreign policy. He posits that there are three paradigms in 
decision making - analytical (or rational), cybernetic and cognitive - and 
that an integration of the last two more accurately captures the actual pro¬ 
cess of decision making and the foibles of individual and group actors. 50 

Alex Mintz proposed another way of reconciling the critique against 
rationality in foreign policy decision making, while maintaining much of 
the substance of rational choice approaches. 51 Mintz proposed the ‘poli- 
heuristic method’, declaring that foreign policy decision making is best 
understood as a two-stage process. In the first step, the non-rational ele¬ 
ments governing decision making hold, in particular considerations of 
what is politically possible by the leader of the state, and the menu of 
policy options is developed on that basis. These are ‘non-compensatory’ 
choices, that is to say, selection is not subject to trade-off in terms of the cal¬ 
culation of utility (costs versus benefits) as the domain in which decisions 
are considered is situated firmly within the realm of the decision maker’s 
domestic environment. Once courses of action that are not politically 
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palatable or attainable, such as surrendering sovereign territory in response 
to a foreign ultimatum, are discarded, the second step of decision mak¬ 
ing occurs. In this stage, policy options are introduced and selected in 
a rational manner that conforms to the rules of public choice theory, 
namely that foreign policy decisions are driven primarily by a search for 
the maximization of utility within a particular framework. 

The strength of the poliheuristic approach is that it attempts to account 
for the variations in outcomes through integration of the impact of non- 
rational factors on that process and a systemic and parsimonious approach 
to handling the multifaceted features of foreign policy decision mak¬ 
ing. At the same time, poliheuristic theory leaves open issues such as the 
nature and impact of a given decision-making structure, which essentially 
is depicted by Mintz as unitary, on choice, as well as more conventional 
concerns associated with rational choice theory around preference for¬ 
mation as given or ‘exogenous’. Moreover, it is difficult to claim that 
the singular focus on ‘political survivability’ at the first stage of decision 
making adequately addresses the concerns raised by some of rational¬ 
ity’s most trenchant critiques: rather, poliheuristic theory seems to dis¬ 
miss matters such as cognition and psychological factors in favour of this 
mono-clausal depiction of the sources of agency. One could take the posi¬ 
tion that domestic politics is the core non-rational concern that is paramount 
for all decision makers and, since it involves the leader’s perceptions of 
threat, can serve as a proxy for the impact of cognition on the process, but 
scholars working in this area do not assert this: in fact, some have sought 
to expand the number of non-compensatory dimensions. 52 And, finally, 
while poliheuristic theory is predicated on assessing risk - political risk 
in its most explicit form in stage one of the decision-making process - it 
nonetheless does not account for differing frames of reference for decision 
making and their impact on risk assessment as outlined above, in prospect 
theory. Despite these concerns, poliheuristic theory represents a compel¬ 
ling attempt to revive and expand the role of modified forms of rational 
choice in formulating a theory of foreign policy decision making. 

Bringing foreign policy implementation back in 

While FPA makes a fundamental claim to explaining the conduct of 
inter-state actions through a deep analysis of the decision-making pro¬ 
cess, its scholars devote very little energy to assessing how these decisions 
are actually operationalised and what are implications of their success or 
failure. 53 This lacuna in the literature is a curious one, especially given 
the fact that there is an implicit systems theory approach that permeates 
FPA’s treatment of decision making. A state’s foreign policy is derivative 
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of its interpretation of stimuli from the external environment and, con¬ 
currently, responds to feedback based on how other states and non-state 
actors operating in that environment react to the implementation of these 
very same policies. Throwing a shadow over this dimension of foreign 
policy not only obscures an important part of the process, but inadver- 
tendy, seems to diminish (if not deny altogether) the possibility of learn¬ 
ing or exercising agency on the part of foreign policy actors positioned 
within the state system. 

Certainly foreign policy decision making has been and remains at the core 
of the ‘FPA project’ and its enduring contribution to IR. The tilting effect 
generated by the ‘decision-making turn’ (as one might call it retrospectively) 
on realism and its grip on the study of IR are mainstreamed now within 
the discipline. On closer examination, however, the seminal contribution 
of FPA on decision making and the continued focus on that aspect of the 
foreign policy process strikes one as flawed and imbalanced. Foreign policy 
decision-making theory is predicated on a systems approach. It assumes that 
there is a feedback loop of information from the ‘external environment’ to 
policy makers, allowing for readjustment and innovation. Yet the decision¬ 
making approach still suffers from some significant shortcoming. Decisions 
are depicted as sui generic, outside of history and its cycles, without reference 
to previous decisions or the accompanying interpretations by decision mak¬ 
ers. One expression of this is the dilemma facing rationalists in explaining 
the formation of preferences, which are uncritically assigned motivation 
primacy, but are notoriously difficult to square with empirical studies of 
actual decisions and the perspectives of those involved. 

And yet, as we saw throughout this chapter, the inconvenient truth of 
misperception, bias and other equivalent ‘pathologies’ that formed the cri¬ 
tique of foreign policy decision making in FPA nonetheless could not 
bring scholars to wrestle themselves away from the underlying systems 
theory framework. As such, the decision-making formulation retains an 
often unrecognized commitment to this rationalist model and its nar¬ 
row application to the decision-making unit, which continues to hold an 
impact on analyses of the decision-making process. Beyond these issues, 
the role of foreign policy implementation as a neglected component of 
the foreign policy equation too remains barely examined especially with 
respect to varieties of actors, their articulation of the boundaries of for¬ 
eign policy within the confines of the states and how the foreign policy 
decision-making process operates under these circumstances. Agents on 
the ground, their parochial interpretation of national foreign policy direc¬ 
tives, and the form these take when translated into local actions is a feature 
of the feedback loop that arguably is as consequential a part of the deci¬ 
sion making as the original formulation. 
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The significance of foreign policy implementation as a crucial area of 
study is illustrated by the series of blunders by East German officials that 
led to the breeching of the Berlin wall, the most potent symbol of the 
CW Starting in late October 1989, the Hungarian government’s open¬ 
ing of its borders inspired a growing number of East Germans to migrate 
via the country to neighbouring Austria and onwards to West Germany. 
For the Democratic Republic of Germany (DDR or East Germany), this 
growing tide of migrants posed an existential threat to the state’s claims to 
command its citizens’ loyalty. After a heated discussion within the DDR’s 
Politburo on 8 November, a decision was taken to temporarily relax some 
strictures on East Germans’ movements to the West. Guenter Schabowski, 
a Politburo member with a growing media profile in the country, took it 
upon himself to blurt out the plans during a live television press confer¬ 
ence and, contrary to the Politburo decision, to declare it had ‘immediate 
effect’. The result of this sensational reversal of policy was that within a 
few hours, thousands of East Berliners gathered outside the checkpoint of 
the Berlin wall in expectation of exercising these apparently new rights to 
travel to the western side. East German guards responsible for that sector, 
whose previous mandate included shooting at any citizens attempting to 
breech the wall, were unable to reach authorities for guidance as to how 
to respond to the increasingly restive crowds. Eventually, they decided to 
let them through the once impervious gates. This action on 9 November 
by lowly border guards struggling to interpret the seemingly contrary 
messages from the once-feared East German state apparatus inadvertently 
signalled the end of the forty-five years of separation between the ‘two 
Germanys’ and, with that, sounded the death knell of the CW 

FPA’s foray into understanding foreign policy implementation so far 
has been largely derived from the insights into bureaucracy’s influence in 
the decision-making process. In particular, Allison and Halperin identify 
‘action channels’ as the key juncture between actors and institutions where 
foreign policy formulation takes place, which they divide into a decision¬ 
making component and an implementation component. 54 Michael 
Clarke’s scholarship in this regards stands out as distinctive in his efforts 
to lay out the conceptual foundations for the study of the topic, building 
on his work on foreign policy bureaucracies. 55 Recognizing that if tradi¬ 
tional FPA focus on decision making was grounded in rationalist accounts 
of actor conduct examining foreign policy from an organizational systems 
approach would naturally give greater weighting to concerns of imple¬ 
mentation. 56 Along with Smith, he produced a systematic investigation 
of foreign policy implementation, declaring that it is constituted by a 
threefold approach, namely:‘the nature of decision, the characterization of 
the international environment as an arena of policy implementation and 
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the question of types of control which foreign policy-makers can exercise 
within that environment’. 57 

The nature of the decision is composed of a variety of possible procedural 
choices of consequence to foreign policy at different stages and posi¬ 
tions within the implementation hierarchy and time line. Certain foreign 
policy decisions may be reinterpreted by the implementing agents, who 
exercise de facto authority over a given policy by virtue of their capac¬ 
ity to put it into practice. Clarke and Smith tell us that in these cases 
‘. . . the implementation process is the decision process to a greater or 
lesser extent’. 58 The implementation environment is a setting whose crowded 
and contested nature defies both the easy platitudes of anarchy associ¬ 
ated with realism and the accompanying division between domestic and 
external environments. Echoing Keohane and Nye’s work on ‘complex 
interdependency’, the authors see coalition strategies cutting across actor- 
defined, institutional and physical boundaries as an inevitable outcome of 
this situation. Finally, Clarke and Smith emphasize the nature of actual 
control over implementation as a key foreign policy influence that determines 
its uneven trajectory from policy goals and formulation to policy applica¬ 
tion and any subsequent adjustment. 

In this context, the problems of foreign policy implementation are con¬ 
stituted first by ‘slippage’, that is to say the gap between policy maker’s 
intentions in promulgating a particular policy and the manner in which the 
foreign policy bureaucracy actually operationalise it. 59 A second problem is 
that of‘routine complexity’, which is the sum of numerous micro-decisions 
taken in the course of implementation, be they procedural or the products 
of networking arrangements aimed at translating the policy imperatives into 
action, and rationalised as the policy. Finally, ‘self-implementation’ under¬ 
scores the degree to which foreign policy is the product of the politics of 
declaration where intentions are merely aimed at affirming generalized and 
collective positions in international settings like the UN. 

For their part, Brighi and Hill focus on a more reflexivist approach to 
foreign policy implementation, arguing that it should be understood as a 
set of channels which serve to translate policy into practice and behaviours 
emanating from involvement with the external environment that shape 
accommodation and change by states. 60 Studies of foreign policy tools and 
techniques, from sanctions to coercive diplomacy, are abound. However, 
these remained positioned within the decision-making framework with¬ 
out reflecting much (if at all) about the onerous process of implementa¬ 
tion and the role of its agents, and its relative autonomy. 

While the FPA literature on foreign policy implementation may be epi¬ 
sodic and (notwithstanding the aforementioned notable exceptions) unre- 
flective in character, the same cannot be said for the research in the field of 
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public administration. Scholarship on public policy has produced a more 
systematised approach to the policy decision/implementation nexus that 
bears closer examination by FPA academicians. Public administration’s 
emphasis on learning as a central feature of the process is also a significant 
addition to our understanding. At the same time, with the commitment 
to rational choice approaches holding sway for many academicians in the 
field, the inherent complexity and general messiness of understanding the 
application of policies has sometimes served as an effective deterrent to a 
stronger research commitment. 61 

In this respect, the aforementioned work of Charles Lindblom’s ‘root and 
branch’ approach remains seminal in shaping understanding of the dynamics 
at play between policy makers and the implementing agents. 62 He pro¬ 
vides a suggestive description of implementing agents (the ‘branch’) at the 
periphery of the organization entrapped by their suspicions as to the motives 
and meaning of policy directives from the organizational centre (the ‘root’) 
and, consequently, exercising conservative interpretations of these policy 
pronouncements so as to limit the likelihood of making misjudgements. His 
assessment is that, under the circumstances, organizations can merely hope 
to ‘muddle through’ as these internal contradictions continually restrict the 
possibility of producing and executing policies effectively. 


Learning and implementation 

Learning is another dimension of public administration scholarship on 
implementation, which could be usefully adapted to the study of foreign 
policy. While FPA focuses almost exclusively on the individual and learn¬ 
ing, primarily through an analysis of the role and impact of history on the 
foreign policy process, public administration puts a much greater empha¬ 
sis on capturing the process of institutional learning in the round. 63 The 
first concern of the literature is aimed at developing an understanding of 
what is learning, and the second is on locating where and under what 
circumstances it is said to be occurring. Commentators have pointed out 
that learning within organizations takes place at a various levels, especially 
when authority is distributed across an organization, but broadly speaking 
follows a hierarchical logic of top-down or bottom-up. 64 

May divides learning in the policy process into four categories: instru¬ 
mental, social policy, political and a sort of false form of learning, which 
he calls ‘mimicking’. 65 Instrumental learning occurs when the focus is on 
analysing policy tools and techniques in order to improve performance 
through redesigning policy. Social policy learning happens when the focus 
is on assessing the effectiveness of policy interventions and consequent 
redefinition of the problem the policy has been created to address and 
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results in an adjustment of goals. Political learning takes place when the 
focus is given over to devising advocacy strategies aimed at winning con¬ 
stituencies to support the policy approach. Finally, May talks about ‘super¬ 
stitious instrumental learning’ or mimicking where there is an adoption of 
policies not objectively related to the nature of the problem or cognizant 
of the prevailing political environment. 

Broadly echoing these insights, but applying them to the conduct of 
organizations, Argyris provides a picture of how institutions learn as 
expressed through changing routines. 66 Single loop learning occurs in 
organizations when their policies are adjusted without questioning under¬ 
lying assumptions, while double-loop learning introduces a modification 
or even rejection of the policy goals. Becoming a ‘learning organization’, 
that is one which integrates learning into its very routines and practices, 
is often held up as the essence of institutional success. 67 Government 
institutions as different as the military and aid agencies have embraced 
this approach by systematically applying it to their policy cycles through 
internal monitoring and evaluation of programmes. Deriving ‘lessons’ 
from an analysis of past policy implementation forms a distinctive part 
of the policy process. In this respect, the singularity of‘failure’ as a source 
of profound learning by organizations is notable and contrasted with the 
weaker impacts of positive lessons. 68 

In the end, the scholarship on foreign policy implementation — and its 
‘cousin’ in the work of public administration — seems to offer tantalizing 
insights into the reconstitution of policies by implementing agents through 
routine procedures and the application of learning. At the same time, it 
inevitably seems to constitute what Rothstein apdy declares to be ‘misery’ 
research. 69 Bounded to the study of minor functionaries of the state’s insti¬ 
tutional apparatus and examining its formal and informal procedural rules, 
foreign policy implementation is maddeningly complex and even tedious 
in its incidental (at times biographical) minutia. Coupled to this scholastic 
disincentive is the gap between the elevated political stature of elaborating 
policy, as opposed to the mundane realities of policy application where 
power incrementally slips away, rendering policy aspirations as necessarily 
contingent and of limited effectiveness. At times, as the next chapter elabo¬ 
rates, it may be entirely captured by bureaucracies and their infighting. 


Conclusion 

What is clear from the above analysis is that a purely rational account of 
foreign policy decision making cannot hold up against the various criti¬ 
cisms, whether psychological or empirical in content. At the same time, 
the insights of the cognitive school themselves have been criticized for 
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‘focusing in on the minute intricacies of human behavior at the expense 
of useful generalizability’. 70 In this respect, the durability of rationality 
as a means of analysing foreign policy continues and, in part, reflects the 
willingness of FPA scholars to accept the basic tenets of criticism, but also 
their reluctance to abandon the methodology of public choice and the 
perceptions it provides. This commitment to retaining features of ratio¬ 
nality, albeit somewhat reduced in scope and ambition, is integral to FPA’s 
focus on developing a predictive understanding of the decision-making 
process. 

It should be pointed out that the influence of rationality is more wide¬ 
spread than in the realm of FPA theory debates alone. Rational analyses of 
foreign policy underlie much of our ordinary interpretation of interna¬ 
tional events, and we are making assumptions about the unitary nature of 
decision makers when we talk, for example, about ‘French foreign policy’ 
without accounting for different influences on decision making within 
governments and the impact that implementation has over the policy pro¬ 
cess as realized. Thus, while criticisms of rationality remain both power¬ 
ful and valid, its assumptions still play an important part in much of our 
day-to-day understanding of foreign policy. This process becomes more 
analytically meaningful when reflecting upon constructivist insights into 
how national identity develops and is sustained through narratives (see 
Chapter 7). 

As this chapter shows, the relationship between the decision maker, the 
state and the structure of the international system is complex, and it can 
be argued that the utility of such concepts as misperception in explaining 
different types of foreign policy depend as much on the characteristics of 
the state, the issue being addressed and the type of policy being formu¬ 
lated, as on the leader’s cognitive constraints. Since, arguably, all foreign 
policy decisions are the product of the foreign policy institutions within 
which decisions are taken and implemented, there is a compelling case for 
broadening the focus to include institutional procedures and bureaucra¬ 
cies. In keeping with this insight, in Chapter 3, we examine the impact of 
these organizations on the foreign policy process. 
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3 Bureaucracies and 
foreign policy 


Introduction 

Chapter 2 looked at different approaches to examining foreign policy 
decision making. These approaches directly challenge the realist assump¬ 
tion that foreign policy is a rational process, producing outcomes that cor¬ 
respond neatly to the initial preference-orderings of states. Another core 
assumption of realism that the state is a rational, unitary actor was chal¬ 
lenged in the early 1960s. A growing literature has examined how state 
bureaucracies impact on foreign policy, highlighting the fragmented and 
often institutionally driven nature of foreign policy making and imple¬ 
mentation. Chapter 3 examines this literature with the aim of exploring 
its implications for the making and implementation of foreign policy. In 
our view, other works on FPA, similar to our own, which try to account 
for and advance the field of FPA, have not captured this debate in its 
entirety. 1 They focus mainly on Allison’s work and the initial critiques it 
generated while overlooking more recent refinements and proposals for 
new directions for work on bureaucracies and foreign policy. Thus, we 
think an up-to-date account is useful to enable development of the inter¬ 
est in FPA of the connection between bureaucracies and foreign policy. 


Developing a theory of bureaucratic politics 

In the early 1960s, a group of scholars - e.g. Neustadt, Huntington, Cro- 
zier, Schilling and his colleagues - became interested in the impact of 
bureaucracies on foreign policy. This literature, harbinger of bureaucratic 
politics theory, provides empirical insights into how the administrative 
structures of government affect foreign policy. The findings are somewhat 
controversial in arguing that the stances adopted derive not only from the 
merits of the proposed foreign policy, but also from the foreign policy 
makers’ positions in their respective government bureaucracies. Different 
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institutional settings mean officials and politicians viewed foreign policy 
issues through different prisms resulting in distinctly different views. 2 
This evolving body of literature has converged around a central propo¬ 
sition: decision-making processes determine the content of foreign policy. 
Accordingly, political leadership is portrayed in terms of the ability to per¬ 
suade and to achieve consensus among policy makers. From this vantage 
point, foreign policy reflects the necessities of the conditions in which it 
is forged what is required to obtain agreement - [as much] as it does the 
merits of that policy. 3 

In the 1970s, another group of scholars developed these empirical 
insights into a theory. This group was committed to the development of 
IR, and the study of foreign policy in particular, into what Kuhn terms 
‘normal science — the activity of articulating theory, determining signifi¬ 
cant facts, and matching facts with theory’. 4 The contours of this debate 
are defined in Graham Allison’s seminal work on the Cuban missile crisis, 
The Essence of Decision-Making. Allison challenges what he refers to as the 
rational policy model, which ‘attempts to understand happenings as the 
more or less purposive acts of unified national governments’. 5 Allison and 
his followers argue that although in many instances the rational policy 
model may be useful, it neglects the role of bureaucracy in determining 
foreign policy. 6 Allison proposed two alternative models to address this 
intellectual lacuna: the organizational process model, or Model II, and the 
bureaucratic politics model (BPM), or Model III. However, the explana¬ 
tory power of Model II proved to be limited, particularly in relation to 
foreign policy change and innovation. In addition, critics claimed that it 
was not clear whether Model III was separate from or merely an extension 
of Model II. 7 Eventually, the organizational politics model was collapsed 
into the BPM,‘relegating the organizational process to the status of “con¬ 
straints” within the bureaucratic model paradigm’. 8 

The BPM explains foreign policy in terms of a conglomerate of large, 
bureaucratic organizations and political actors. The former are relevant to 
foreign policy on two counts. First, they generate outputs that structure the 
situations in which policy makers take decisions. These outputs include: 
the information bureaucracies provide to governments; the foreign pol¬ 
icy alternatives presented for government to choose from; and the rou¬ 
tine responses, coined standard operating procedures (SOPs) by scholars, 
which shape how foreign policy decisions ultimately are implemented. 9 
Implementation, as Brighi and Hill argue forcefully, is hardly a technical¬ 
ity. It is, fundamentally, a political activity in that it reflects a clash of wills 
and struggle over resources between different actors, including bureaucra¬ 
cies (on implementation see also in Chapter 2). Second, bureaucracies 
tend to develop common attitudes and shared images. These conventional 
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attitudes and images play a role in framing how a particular foreign policy 
issue or event is perceived by foreign policy makers. Bureaucracies often 
will employ the prism of their common attitudes and shared images to 
study the implications of a foreign policy event for policy making. For 
example, when considering a security issue, the Treasury tends to focus on 
the budgetary implications, the Department of Defence on the repercus¬ 
sions for national security, while the Foreign Office most likely focuses on 
the diplomatic and international political ramifications. 10 

Bureaucracies also derive influence over foreign policy from their posi¬ 
tions in the power-sharing structure comprising state and government, 
in which these large organizations and political actors have individual 
interests. These interests include enhancing the bureaucratic influence in 
the domestic political arena, augmenting their resources, furthering their 
ability to fulfil their stated missions and maintaining morale among their 
personnel. 11 Those interests, which reflect the organizational health and 
position of a given bureaucracy within government, often may not coin¬ 
cide with the ‘national interest’. In fact, because each bureaucracy manip¬ 
ulates foreign policy in the direction that corresponds to its particular 
interests, bureaucratic considerations may override the national interest. 12 
Allison and Halperin explain that the BPM tries to capture this complex 
dynamic, demonstrating that foreign policy is messier than the rational 
policy model would concede: 

[The] bureaucratic model sees no unitary actor but rather many actors 
as players - players who focus not on a single strategic issue but on 
many diverse intra-national problems as well. Players choose in terms 
of no consistent set of strategic objectives but rather according to vari¬ 
ous conceptions of national security, organizational, domestic, and per¬ 
sonal interests. Players make governmental decision not by a single 
rational choice, but by pulling and hauling. 13 

The approach outlined by the BPM not only seeks to explain the foreign 
policy of individual states, but it has implications also for the relations 
between states. Whilst the rational policy model accounts for the interac¬ 
tion between states in terms of a ‘competition between two purposive indi¬ 
viduals’, the BPM explanation ‘focuses primarily on the political processes 
internal to each state’. 14 Accordingly, foreign policy actions matter only 
to the extent that they influence the domestic struggles within nation¬ 
ally bounded decision-making apparatuses. In this view, foreign policy is 
depicted as the unintended result of a bargaining process involving the 
principal participants. 15 The important question, then, is not why did this 
state do X, as realist logic would imply, but rather why did X happen? 16 



48 Bureaucracies and foreign policy 

Initial critiques 

The powerful theoretical and analytical purchase of the BPM has gen¬ 
erated a rich empirical research agenda: from foreign policy crises and 
weapons acquisitions, through alliance politics and arms control, to US 
military in Vietnam. 17 At the same time, the BPM has provoked fierce 
criticism. 18 Stephen Krasner, for instance, brands the BPM as mislead¬ 
ing in so far as it obscures the power of the president in the making 
and implementation of foreign policy in the US. Krasner also argues 
that the BPM is dangerous because it implies that bureaucracies have 
taken over the foreign policy-making apparatus. In line with this logic, 
unaccounted-for bureaucracies rather than the elected officials are 
responsible for the actions of government. By extension, the notion of 
responsible decision makers is rendered meaningless. Moreover, holding 
elected officials to account for their actions via elections or, when the 
case arises, the judiciary, is futile. Herein lies the danger of the BPM: it 
undermines the assumptions of democratic politics. Finally, argues Kras¬ 
ner, the BPM offers leaders an excuse for their failure and an opportunity 
for scholars to account for those failures. 

On these grounds, Krasner vehemendy objects to the BPM. He insists 
that politicians, in particular the US president, can make choices and value 
judgements and control the bureaucracies at their disposal, particularly 
in the foreign policy realm. After all, the president chooses most of the 
key players and sets many of the rules. Moreover, these players will often 
have shared mindsets and images that will dominate foreign policy mak¬ 
ing. Therefore, they should be held accountable for their actions. 19 The 
analytical framework underpinning BPM has also been criticized. Art, 
for instance, argues that the BPM makes broad claims about the impact 
of organizations and the domestic struggle between the principal players. 
However, the model does not specify under what circumstances, and in 
relation to which issue areas, will organizations and domestic struggles 
have the greatest impact on foreign policy formulation and its imple¬ 
mentation. Similarly, the BPM does not account accurately for how and 
to what extent bureaucracies during the process of implementation will 
subvert the government’s foreign policy intent. 20 

There are also some methodological concerns. Freedman argues, for 
example, that Allison’s distinction between the rational policy model and 
the BPM is informed by a false dichotomy between logic and politics. 
This leads the BPM model to identify alternative, mutually exclusive 
routes to policy, ‘recognized by whether or not actual disagreement is 
observed’. Freedman argues that through this prism, the BPM and the 
rational policy model are no longer distinct foreign policy models. Rather, 



Bureaucracies and foreign policy 49 

they are situated at the extreme ends of one continuum. One extreme 
captures those instances when governments approach a given foreign pol¬ 
icy issue from a position of agreement, involving investigation of issues 
where the rational choice model is particularly appropriate. The other 
end of the spectrum captures contexts best examined through the lens of 
BPM and involves situations where disagreement underpins government’s 
formulation and implementation of a given foreign policy issue. However, 
the BPM is regarded as being the more deficient of the two since it tends 
to employ a very narrow concept of the political aspect of foreign policy 
where politics is reduced to an intrusion by the parochial preoccupations, 
ambitions and suspicions of the people responsible for making foreign 
policy and their bureaucracies. 

The BPM methodology is also criticized for its over-reliance on the 
‘game’ metaphor. The game metaphor has significant explanatory pur¬ 
chase for depicting the present, providing a detailed picture of the mix of 
motivations, assumptions, talents intricacies, plans and accidents that con¬ 
stitute foreign policy. However, the analytical gains accrued from focusing 
on bureaucratic infighting are undercut by the BPM’s lack of attention 
to non-bureaucratic foreign policy determinants: from cognitive factors, 
values and the type of state in which bureaucrats operate (democratic/ 
authoritarian), through the impact of interest groups and congress, to the 
public. 21 This critique underscores that taking account of the effect of 
non-bureaucratic factors on foreign policy makes the relative impact of 
bureaucracies seem less significant than is assumed by the BPM. 

The politics/logic false dichotomy, the game metaphor problem, the 
omission of non-bureaucratic foreign policy determinants are not the only 
critiques of the BPM methodology. There is also a preoccupation with the 
problems associated with how the BPM employs the theories of the firm 
to the analysis of government decision making, and two issues in particu¬ 
lar. First, the goals of financial actors - e.g. profit, sales, production - are 
different from the ends pursued by bureaucracies in the foreign policy 
realm. Second, it is easier to measure the success or failure of firms (based 
on profit or loss) than to evaluate foreign policy. This questions the extent 
to which the assumptions underpinning the theories of the firm can be 
applied to bureaucracies involved in the formulation and implementation 
of foreign policy. 22 

Refining the theory of bureaucratic politics 

The charged debate promoted by the BPM has led to productive discus¬ 
sions on how to address its deficiencies without completely losing its 
essence. As already noted in reference to Krasner’s work, critiques challenge 
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the BPM understanding of the relationship in government organizations 
between human agency and bureaucratic impact. Specifically, the account 
provided by the BPM assigns too much power to the impact of bureaucra¬ 
cies on individual actions. Through the prism of BPM individuals emerge 
merely as puppets whose actions and decisions derive from the vested 
interests of their bureaucracies and SOPs. In other words, the individual 
becomes the personification of the bureaucracy, its vested interests and its 
SOPs. Hollis and Smith substantially improve on the rather mechanistic 
view of individuals made subordinate to the logic of their bureaucracies. 23 
Their account is predicated on the idea that individuals have a role in 
bureaucracy, based on the expectations and accountability deriving from 
their jobs, their duties, spheres of authority and responsibilities. 

The role of individuals is not consistent. At times, bureaucrats and poli¬ 
ticians are required to perform the dual role of office holder and who they 
are as individuals. For example, when Tony Blair discussed the possibility 
of the United Kingdom (UK) invading Iraq, he was not involved solely as 
prime minister: he was simultaneously a self-confessed churchgoer and 
a morally concerned human being. 24 This suggests a potential conflict 
between his role as prime minister and his role as an individual. Bureau¬ 
crats and politicians generally judge themselves and are judged by others 
according to how they perform as office holders rather than on the basis 
of their private integrity. Arguably, therefore, the role of office holder 
supersedes, though does not nullify, the role of the individual. 

These roles, as well as being inconsistent, are also not static. As situa¬ 
tions develop, the expectations of a given office holder may change, affect¬ 
ing the role being assumed. Such change occurs despite the bureaucratic 
determinants - for example, the organization’s vested interest and SOP - 
remaining constant. Finally, an office holder’s roles are not reducible to 
the individual position within the bureaucracy because, in part at least, 
this role defines the relationships with other ‘role players’, holding office 
in other bureaucracies. 25 These ‘external’ role players will condemn indi¬ 
vidual office holders who fail to meet their expectations and, correspond¬ 
ingly, will applaud them when they do. In exhibiting inconsistency, fluidity 
and dependence on the actions of external actors, roles are not reducible 
to the individual’s position deriving from the SOP of the bureaucracy and 
its interests. Roles possess a relative autonomy from the influence exerted 
by bureaucratic elements. Hence, they are crucial for defining what policy 
makers can and cannot do in their job roles. Chapter 7, which discusses 
foreign policy and change, examines this issue in further detail. 

Hollis and Smith were not alone in questioning the BPM’s depiction 
of the relationship between human agency and bureaucratic impact. As 
noted earlier, the BPM holds that the impact of bureaucracies is so strong 
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as to oblige the head of the executive to bargain with members of his or 
her own administration. Critique of this aspect of the BPM raises the 
obvious question of why bargaining should be necessary since the head 
of the executive appoints the top officials, has the power to dismiss them 
and has substantial formal authority, especially on foreign affairs, to order 
subordinates to perform what he or she wants. 26 

In this light, it would seem not a foregone conclusion that the head 
of the executive is required to bargain with subordinates. It is arguable 
that proponents of the BPM are interested in understanding the degree 
to which the head of the executive is required to bargain. Much depends 
on the extent to which these subordinates can muster support from out¬ 
side the executive (parliament/congress) to support a view that may dif¬ 
fer from that of the head of the executive. The greater the support that 
can be mustered outside the executive, the more fiercely the head of the 
executive will have to bargain to get his or her view implemented, and 
vice versa. Nevertheless, the degree to which the head of the executive 
is obliged to bargain does not derive solely from the level of external 
support that subordinates receive from outside the executive. It depends 
also on whether key players within an administration/government, whose 
views diverge from those of the head of the executive, can form a unified 
opposition to counter the head of the executive’s view. A strong coalition 
that supported the head of the executive would probably be able to resist 
dissent, even if supported by elements outside the executive. 

Another factor influencing the degree to which the head of the execu¬ 
tive will be required to bargain is information asymmetry with subordi¬ 
nates. Ostensibly, the greater the asymmetry in favour of the subordinates 
the more the head of the executive will be required to bargain, and vice 
versa. 27 However, there are measures that the head of the executive can 
take to mitigate the effects created by information asymmetries. For 
instance, heads of state often will employ a wide communication network, 
beyond the state apparatus, that alerts them to potential problems and pro¬ 
vides essential information on them. This information renders the head 
of the executive better placed than the BPM would suggest to deal with 
information asymmetries vis-a-vis subordinates. In addition, the head of 
the executive usually (though not always) has the time and opportunity 
to study the topics deemed to be important and to reduce information 
asymmetry with subordinates. A third factor related to the need to bar¬ 
gain is how the hierarchy within government bureaucracies affects politics 
and decision making. The design of bureaucracies thrusts some issues to 
the surface, while marginalizing others. For instance, in the run up to the 
US invasion of Iraq, the Pentagon viewed the question, primarily, from 
a military point of view, whilst discounting diplomatic aspects that were 
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directly related to the issue, such as whether or not the United Nations 
Security Council (UNSC) would authorize military action in Iraq. 28 Since 
decision makers inevitably are more concerned about certain issues, the 
hierarchical configuration within a bureaucracy is crucial in terms of the 
ability of the actors to set agendas and determine whether or not the head 
of the executive needs to bargain. For example, a prime minister may not 
bring an issue to the vote unless certain of enough support for it to pass. 29 

Work on the ‘role’ of foreign policy and ‘bargaining’ enhances our under¬ 
standing of the relationship between human agency and bureaucracies 
within executive decision-making units. Further advances in the debate on 
the BPM have enhanced our understanding of the relationship between the 
executive and bureaucracies. Rosati’s work is extremely useful for exploring 
this issue. 30 He argues that the first phase of the debate on BPM was unhelp¬ 
ful in focusing on whether the executive or the bureaucracy has greater 
influence over foreign policy. A more useful approach is to recognize that 
different circumstances mean that different actors exert varying degrees of 
influence on foreign policy. The executive is expected to be most heavily 
involved when the foreign policy issue is most critical for the national inter¬ 
est. Ascertaining the importance of a foreign policy issue in part is a rational 
process involving prioritization and goal setting. However, it is not wholly 
rational because it depends also and significandy on the context of the 
foreign policy. By context we mean the level of prior planning required to 
reach a decision, the time available for deliberation and choice, and the val¬ 
ues informing the decision makers’ evaluation of foreign policy issues. Thus, 
the impact of the executive is expected to be experienced most strongly in 
a crisis situation — involving surprise, short time and perception of a high 
level of threat. 31 The bureaucracy, in its turn, will dominate in the context of 
moderately important foreign policy issues where the executive’s influence 
is expected to be low. Finally, if a foreign policy issue is seen as low priority, 
we should expect local dominance, with low level of executive and bureau¬ 
cratic involvement overall. In these circumstances, individual bureaucrats 
will be more visible than the bureaucracy. 

Each of these scenarios - executive dominance, bureaucratic influence, 
local dominance - constitutes a decision-making structure. Because gov¬ 
ernments are required to deal simultaneously with a multiplicity of for¬ 
eign policy issues, no one decision-making structure will prevail at any 
given moment. Rather, all three decision-making structures will operate 
simultaneously, with one most dominant (although not totally eclipsing 
the other two). 32 This formulation addresses some of the critiques raised 
earlier with reference to Art’s work. In particular, his concern that the 
BPM is not sufficiently specific about when and under what circum¬ 
stances the influence of organizations in foreign policy will prevail. 
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Kevin Marsh draws on the BPM while incorporating its more recent 
critiques to examine the decision-making process leading to the US send¬ 
ing an extra 30.000 troops to Afghanistan in late 2009. 33 Marsh’s analysis 
is informed by the main questions that have occupied the BPM literature 
over the years. These include the following questions: Who were the 
actors involved? What were the preferences guiding the actors’ decision¬ 
making process? Did their preferences correspond with their bureaucratic 
position? What was their bargaining power? And did political struggle 
lead to compromise? Marsh transforms the last three of these questions 
into his key hypotheses. 

Marsh’s analysis neatly corresponds with the main assumptions inform¬ 
ing the BPM literature. As expected, the main representatives for mili¬ 
tary and defence - Petraeus, McChrystal, Gates, Mullen - were in favour 
of the troop surge in Afghanistan. It was clear to them that the surge 
would increase their capabilities to secure the military’s objectives and 
future influence through perceived success. Equally expected, the Presi¬ 
dent’s Chief of Staff, Rahm Emanuel, Vice President Biden, representa¬ 
tives of the National Security Council (NSC), opposed the surge. They 
doubted the success of the mission, but more significandy from a BPM 
point view, the key motivation for their opposition was political; they 
were seeking to protect the president’s reputation and freedom of action. 
The risk of the surge, they reasoned, was that it could fail, which would 
limit the political capacity of the President to act. Being risk averse, their 
decision in relation to the surge was not informed by national security 
considerations, but rather by maintaining the political standing of the 
President’s office in the face of potential failure of the surge. Ostensibly, 
the surprise player was Secretary of State Hillary Clinton - who accord¬ 
ing to the BPM should have opposed the surge of troops, as her position 
would gain more influence from diplomacy. Nonetheless, the Secretary 
of State strongly supported the surge, which at a closer look reveals that 
Clinton’s stance is commensurate with the BPM. Her support for the 
surge was informed by her own critique of State Department, which she 
thought was not up for mounting the diplomatic effort needed to secure 
a success in Afghanistan. Therefore, in supporting the surge, Clinton was 
in fact seeking to protect her own Department from failure, which would 
have ultimately weakened it in relation to its competing bureaucracy. 

Marsh further establishes that the White House’s interagency strategy 
review process provided a formal action channel for debate and lobby¬ 
ing, that Obama showed a style of deep involvement and leadership of 
the decision-making process, and that coalitions (specifically on the pro¬ 
surge side) played an important factor in the policy decision, as did log¬ 
rolling. The President ultimately decided for the troop surge, but with 
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limitations in regards to both timeframe and mission goals. Overall, Marsh 
demonstrates in his article the continued importance and applicability 
of the BPM in decision-making processes for foreign policy, and hereby 
successfully rejects some of its critics, especially those over-emphasising 
presidential power. 

New directions 

With the benefit of hindsight, scholars cannot only refine particu¬ 
lar aspects of the debate on BPM - for example, human agency vs. the 
impact of bureaucracy, the relationship between the executive and state 
bureaucracies. Students of bureaucratic politics can also assess how Alli¬ 
son and colleagues’ work fares in terms of the empirical work it spawned 
and theoretical developments in the field. In this connection, Hammond 
and Bendor’s re-evaluation of Allison’s theoretical framework is insightful. 
These authors scrutinize the rational policy model, Model I, arguing that, 
in important respects, Allison’s depiction of the rational policy model is 
unclear. For example, the model should be more explicit about whether it 
assumes that actors pursue one or a number of foreign policy goals simul¬ 
taneously. In fact, Hammond and Bendor argue forcefully that it should 
be assumed that any actor would opt for the latter and that rational action 
theory would label actors pursuing only one goal monomaniacal and treat 
them as irrational. However, Allison’s formulation is equivocal on this issue. 
Another area where Allison’s rational policy model is vague is whether 
decision making occurs within one or multiple timeframes. This issue is 
crucial because if it is assumed that foreign policy making occurs within 
one timeframe, then the inference is that a given state considers its actions 
in terms of its short-term effects. However, if this assumption is relaxed to 
allow foreign policy making to be considered as an activity that occurs 
within multiple timeframes, then the inference is that the action of a given 
state is considered in terms of its long-term effects. Long-term effects could 
include a country’s reputation for firmness, for resolve, support of allies 
and compliance with agreements. 

Hammond and Bendor, in addition to accusing Allison of lack of clar¬ 
ity about whether actors pursue one or multiple goals, and about the 
timeframe within which foreign policy occurs, critique Allison for over¬ 
looking certain issues crucial for constructing the rational policy model. 
For instance, they accuse him of not addressing the problem posed by 
uncertainty for rational decision making. When Allison’s work was first 
published the issue of uncertainty had already been dealt with extensively 
by IR theory, especially within the realist tradition. Its palpable implica¬ 
tions for foreign policy mean that the issue of uncertainty is pertinent for 
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Allison’s conception of rational policy. For instance, during the Cuban 
missile crisis, uncertainty about the weather conditions influenced the 
military’s decisions related to the feasibility of a surgical attack. More 
importantly, uncertainty within the US administration about the Soviet’s 
motives produced competing explanations about why the missiles had 
been sited in Cuba in the first place. On these three issues - of not 
specifying whether actors pursue a single or multiple goals, whether for¬ 
eign policy occurs within one or multiple timeframes, and uncertainty — 
Hammond and Bendor render Allison’s rational policy model too simple. 
They argue persuasively that Allison constructed a straw man using the 
model to vindicate his alternative account of the Cuban missile crisis. 
Their critique raises a methodological and analytical bar that contempo¬ 
rary theory of bureaucratic politics is required to clear before it can claim 
greater explanatory purchase than the rational policy model. 34 

Contemporary critiques criticize Allison’s depiction of the rational pol¬ 
icy model and also scrutinize the assumptions underpinning Allison’s for¬ 
mulations of Models II and III, the organizational and bureaucratic models. 
David Welch’s work, based on cross-national comparisons, a review of the 
empirical work generated by BPM and meticulous reading of Allison’s 
work, provides an important contribution. 35 Welch argues that the evi¬ 
dence generated by the vast body of empirical research using Allison’s 
models is too equivocal to corroborate the key hypotheses underpinning 
Model II. These are that existing organizational routines limit the range of 
available options in a given situation, resist change, determine the course 
of implementation and systematically induce instrumental irrationalities 
in state behaviour. In fact, research shows that ultimately different effects 
are generated by bureaucratic routines in foreign policy decision making 
and implementation and, therefore, cannot constitute a useful analytical 
category for theory. Similarly, there is no firm evidence from empirical 
research that vindicates the key assumptions underpinning Model III - 
that players’ preferences, perceptions and influence correlate with their 
bureaucratic positions; foreign policy is the result of pull and push among 
the players. Given these ambivalences, argues Welch, the BPM can no 
longer aspire to be a theory of foreign policy. 

Welch’s argument seems plausible because for the BPM to become a 
theory of foreign policy, bureaucratic politics would have to be treated 
as an independent variable. In reality, however, for a number of reasons, 
the impact of bureaucratic politics on foreign policy varies. Earlier we 
noted, with reference to Rosati’s work, that the particular issue has a 
strong impact on whether bureaucrats or the executive has the greater 
influence on foreign policy. Other factors also matter. For example, the 
more the bureaucrats are able to enlist ministers at cabinet level to support 
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their turf battles, the greater will be the impact of bureaucratic politics 
on policy making. In other instances, politicians enlist the bureaucrats to 
promote their interests. In this case, the impact of bureaucratic politics 
will vary, reflecting political rivalries, the political climate and the shifting 
balance of power within government. 36 In light of the varying impact 
of bureaucratic politics, treating this analytical category as an indepen¬ 
dent variable would seem very problematic. Instead, the BPM should be 
exploited more modestly to provide a conceptual lens to examine the 
intra-governmental level. From this perspective, although the BPM will 
not develop into a normal science, the model’s relevance for empirical 
research will likely endure. In particular, the BPM would seem useful 
to elucidate the constraints imposed by intra-governmental dynamics on 
rational foreign policy making including intra-governmental communi¬ 
cation failures; the difficulty faced by modern leaders in trying to control 
and monitor the bureaucratic apparatus; and the constraints promoted by 
how organizations process and store information. 

Rosenthal and t’Hart reinforce Welch’s argument that the strength of 
the BPM lies not in its development as a scientific model, but rather in 
the conceptual and analytical framework it provides for empirical research 
on the impact of bureaucratic politics on foreign policy. They argue also 
that bureaucratic politics should adhere to a ‘restrained BPM, defining 
bureaucratic politics as competitive and conflictual interaction between 
public agencies (or parts thereof) within the executive branch of gov¬ 
ernment’. The authors challenge the claim made by some scholars, such 
as Freedman, that the scope of the BPM should be broadened to cover 
how bureaucratic politics play out in government as a whole. Rosenthal 
and t’Hart argue that this would reduce the explanatory purchase of the 
BPM. This reduction is evident in relation to a number of issues where, 
were the whole of government to be the unit of analysis, the BPM would 
not be adequate. For instance, it could not account for the relationships 
between politicians and bureaucratic elites and the nature and limits of 
bureaucratic power. 37 

So far, we have explored the attempts of authors working within the 
positivist framework to rework the BPM. Another approach to revisit 
BPM is employing a critical constructivist approach, such as that of Wel- 
des, who seeks to reformulate the key concepts underpinning the model. 
This reformulation is based on three critical constructivist analytical 
commitments:‘1) what we understand as “reality” is socially constructed 
and hence contestable, 2) constructions of reality both enact and reify 
relations of power, 3) an expressly critical constructivism requires that 
dominant constructions be denaturalized’. 38 Informed by these assump¬ 
tions, Weldes reworks three of the BPM’s pivotal concepts: interests, power 
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and rationality. Allison’s positivist conception of the BPM noted earlier is 
challenged by bureaucratic interests not being perceived in material terms: 
for example, national security interests, organizational interests, domestic 
interests and personal interests. Rather, bureaucratic interests are deemed 
to be socially constructed, meaning that they are ‘produced, reproduced, 
and transformed through the discursive practices of actors’. 39 

Correspondingly, interests do not flow from the material ‘reality’ defin¬ 
ing a given situation. Rather, they emerge out of the representations that for 
actors define the situations and events they face. These representations are 
significant in so far as they form the basis for the social world of bureau¬ 
cratic politics. In contrast to the positivist approaches of Allison and his 
followers, critical constructivists see the social world not merely as a realm 
for strategically pursuing predetermined bureaucratic interests, but as con¬ 
stitutive of interests. Correspondingly, a critical constructivist approach is 
concerned not only with uncovering what interests bureaucracies pursue 
but, more importantly, with the discursive and representational practices 
that render these interests valuable in the first place. 

Power is another key concept that critical constructivists seek to ‘denat¬ 
uralize’. Power is central to the BPM because the model is based on the 
assumption that politics is a ‘marketplace’, involving pushing and hauling. 
In discussing the literature on BPM, we note that power is understood in 
terms of the material resources with which individuals and bureaucra¬ 
cies equip themselves to engage with each other in decision making and 
implementation: for example, bureaucratic position, money, information, 
prestige. For critical constructivists, however, power does not derive from 
these material resources, but lies in the discourse and representational 
practices of policy making. These discursive-representational practices are 
significant in determining ‘who counts as an expert on a particular policy 
problem and so whose input, including that of various bureaucracies and 
individual bureaucratic actors, are heard and valued’. 40 For example, in a 
policy environment defined by a militaristic discourse, the army will be 
privileged over, say, the foreign ministry in determining how a state man¬ 
ages its foreign affairs, even though the foreign ministry might have the 
greater professional expertise in this area. 41 Thus, for critical constructiv¬ 
ists reconceptualizing the notion of power in BPM is important for inves¬ 
tigating empirically how institutional and discursive practices ultimately 
privilege some actors over others. 

The emphasis placed by critical constructivists on discourse promotes 
critiques of the notion of rationality in relation to the BPM. Although 
Allison and his followers aimed to present the three models — rational, 
organizational and bureaucratic - as distinct, they all exhibit what Keo- 
hane terms a rationalist approach to decision making. 42 Through this 
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prism, rationality involves taking a decision relative to a given situation in 
order to ‘maximize’ or ‘satisfice’ goals. 43 Critical constructivists, however, 
reject the assumption that the importance of rationality lies in its rep¬ 
resentation of the choices that actors make and situations offer. Instead, 
we should recognize that at any given moment actors can choose among 
multiple reasons. Reasoning entails the production of meaning not merely 
through individual action, but through inter-subjective interaction. From 
this vantage point, the significance of actors’ behaviour is expressed not 
by their choices, but by their depictions, which define the particular rep¬ 
resentations of the social world, its interests and policy problems. Choices, 
critical constructivists argue, flow from these representations because they 
give meaning to the particular situation at hand. Stemming from this 
reworking of the notion of rationality is a number of analytical tasks. One 
involves identifying characteristic modes of discourse and representation 
and explaining why some persist across disparate situations and events. 
Another analytical undertaking is to ascertain how particular modes of 
discourse and representation, institutions and individuals, are mutually 
reinforcing, whilst others are marginalized. In this way, a critical construc¬ 
tivist approach depicts the discursive and representational conditions that 
shape choice, rather than analysis of the individual choice that is offered 
by the positivist approach to the BPM. 

Moving the debate forward more recendy, there have been attempts 
to combine the positivists and constructivist and rationalist critiques of 
BPM. An interesting effort in this context has been Klaus Brummer’s 
study of the decision-making process that led to Germany’s participation 
in EUFOR RD Congo. 44 Brummer addresses a key problem within the 
BPM, which is its silence about how organizational and personal interests 
determine the selection and rejection of the foreign policy options avail¬ 
able to the decision makers. To address this problem, Brummer brings 
together poliheuristic theory and the BPM literature. As we mentioned 
earlier in this book, poliheuristic theory (PH) conceptualizes decision 
making as a two-stage process, with cognitive elements dominating the 
first stage (a ‘noncompensatory organizational loss aversion variable’) and 
rationalist elements the second. Thus, in the first stage, all options that 
are deemed inacceptable to an actor’s organization are rejected. These 
may include options that might jeopardize the essence of the organization 
and its ‘turf’, curtail the organization’s autonomy, significantly reduce an 
organization’s resource base, or endanger the morale and discipline of an 
organization’s personnel. This occurs irrespective of the policy options’ 
benefits in other decision dimensions. In the second stage, the political 
actors arrive at the bargaining table with only the remaining options avail¬ 
able for the process of pulling and hauling described by the BPM, which 
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will often result in compromise that does not match any of the options 
the respective actors favoured originally. Brummer’s analysis of Germany’s 
participation in the EU military mission EUFOR RD Congo bears out 
the theoretical argument he builds by integrating PH and the BPM in the 
first part of his article. He forcefully demonstrates how neither of the key 
decision makers, for example, Merkel, Jung and Steinmeier, managed to 
reach their optimum goals, but had to make concessions in their preferred 
options after ruling out those that were entirely inacceptable to from the 
point of view of their respective bureaucracies. 

Conclusion 

This chapter set out to examine the vibrant debate on BPM and explore 
the implications for foreign policy. Allison’s work and that of his fol¬ 
lowers is crucial in terms of its recognition of the important role of 
bureaucracies in shaping foreign policy making and implementation. The 
thought-provoking assumptions in their early work prompted equally 
rich critiques. Allison’s BPM was criticized for overstating the impact 
of bureaucracy over human agency. It was criticized for not being suf¬ 
ficiently analytically accurate about how and under what circumstances 
the impact of the bureaucracy prevails over other elements in govern¬ 
ment. The methodology of the BPM has been questioned too, especially 
with reference to the politics/logic dichotomy, the use of the game meta¬ 
phor and the omission of non-bureaucratic foreign policy determinants. 
Questions have been raised about the feasibility of applying theories of 
the firm to the BPM. It is clear that some of these critiques have been 
addressed. For example, Hollis and Smith’s notion of the role of foreign 
policy provides a more nuanced portrayal of the relationship between 
human agency and the bureaucratic imperative. Specifically, in show¬ 
ing that foreign policy roles are not static, are inconsistent and possess a 
relative autonomy from the bureaucracy, Hollis and Smith theoretically 
account for the leeway allowed to politicians to employ human agency 
within a bureaucratic structure. Similarly, Bendor and Hammond’s work 
reinforces the claim that there is room for human agency within bureau¬ 
cracy, by exposing the factors determining how and to what extent the 
head of the executive is obliged to bargain. 

At the same time, the debate on BPM can be challenged, for exam¬ 
ple, in relation to its explanatory purchase compared to realism. We have 
explored the argument that, with the benefit of hindsight, Allison’s ratio¬ 
nal policy model appears too simplistic. Indeed, before BPM can be seen 
as a real alternative to realism, it must be seen to propose a more sophisti¬ 
cated rational policy model than that put forward by Allison. Bendor and 
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Hammond’s work is a good first step, but more needs to be done. Another 
unresolved issue is whether the BPM could develop into normal science. 
Given the limitations highlighted by Welch’s work, we would argue that 
it is unlikely that the BPM can confound the realists on their own positiv¬ 
ist home ground. A much more productive route would be for BPM to 
adhere more closely to the general orientation of FPA, namely, by provid¬ 
ing middle-range theories for empirical research. In this vein, we believe 
that the BPM should be writ large, that is, that the unit of analysis should 
be the whole government rather than the executive. Understanding the 
impact of bureaucracies would seem impossible without their being placed 
in the context of the state in which they operate. We return to this issue 
in Chapter 5. Finally, radical constructivism opens new avenues for the 
BPM. Weldes’ proposal to uncover how discursive and representational 
practices privilege certain interests and sources of power is an interesting 
avenue to pursue. Coupled with his idea about using the same technique 
to unveil how rationalities are constructed reveals the possible intersections 
between BPM and constructivism and also that constructivism and FPA 
more generally have the potential to cross-fertilize each other. Likewise, 
the integration of poliheuristic theory and the BPM literature by Brum- 
mer opens new paths to understand the relationship between the impact 
of bureaucracies and the role played by human agency and perceptions in 
foreign policy decision making. His insights may help to better under¬ 
stand how internal processes within bureaucracies result in certain foreign 
policy options being considered, whilst others being outright rejected. 

Notes 

1 See for example Christopher Hill, The Changing Politics oj Foreign Policy, Basing¬ 
stoke: Palgrave, 2003, pp. 85—96; Graham T. Allison, ‘The Cuban missile crisis’, in 
Steve Smith, Amelia Hadfield and Tim Dunne (eds.) Foreign Policy: Theories, Actors, 
Cases, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008, pp. 207-229. 

2 Richard E. Neustadt, Presidential Power: The Politics oj Leadership, New York: Wiley, 
1960; Samuel P Huntington, The Common Defense: Strategic Programs in National 
Defense, New York: Columbia University Press, 1961; Roller W. Schilling, Paul Y. 
Hammond and Glenn Herald Snyder, Strategy, Politics, and Defense Budgets, New 
York: Columbia University Institute of War and Peace Studies, 1962; Michael 
Crozier, The Bureaucratic Phenomenon, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964. 

3 Robert J. Art, 'Bureaucratic politics and American foreign policy: A critique’. 
Policy Sciences, 1973, vol. 4, no. 4, pp. 468-9. 

4 Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, Chicago: University ol Chi¬ 
cago Press, 1962, p. 34. On Kuhn’s notion of a normal science and its relevance 
to Allison’s work, see Miriam Steiner, ‘The elusive essence ol decision: A critical 
comparison of Allison’s and Snyder’s decision-making approaches’, International 
Studies Quarterly, 1977, vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 389—422. 



Bureaucracies and foreign policy 61 

5 Graham T. Allison, ‘Conceptual models and the Cuban missile crisis’, American 
Political Science Review, 1969, vol. 63, no. 3, p. 690. 

6 Graham T. Allison and Morton H. Halperin, ‘Bureaucratic politics: A paradigm 
and some policy implications’, World Politics, 1972, vol. 24, pp. 40—79. 

7 On the limited explanatory power of the organizational model for explaining 
foreign policy change and innovation, see Lawrence Freedman, ‘Logic, politics 
and foreign policy processes: A critique of the bureaucratic politics model’, Inter¬ 
national Affairs, 1916, vol. 52, no. 3, p. 435; Dan Caldwell, ‘Bureaucratic foreign 
policy-making’, American Behavioral Scientist, 1977, vol. 21, no. l,p. 92. 

8 David A. Welch, ‘The organizational process and bureaucratic politics paradigms: 
Retrospect and prospect’, International Security, 1992, vol. 17, no. 2, pp. 119—46. 

9 Allison,‘Conceptual models and the Cuban missile crisis’, pp. 698—700. 

10 Allison and Halperin,‘Bureaucratic politics’, p. 56; Art,‘Bureaucratic politics and 
American foreign policy’, pp. 472—4. 

11 Allison,‘Conceptual models and the Cuban missile crisis’, pp. 708—12; Morton 
H. Halperin, ‘Why bureaucrats play games?’, Foreign Policy, 1971, Spring, no. 2, 
pp. 70-90. 

12 Freedman,‘Logic, politics and foreign policy processes’, p. 437. 

13 Allison and Halperin,‘Bureaucratic politics’, p. 43. 

14 Ibid., p. 56. 

15 Art,‘Bureaucratic politics and American foreign policy’, p. 474. 

16 Steiner,‘The elusive essence of decision’, p. 402. 

17 For a detailed list of these studies, see Caldwell, ‘Bureaucratic foreign policy- 
making’, p. 102. 

18 For a good overview of these critiques, see Steve Smith, ‘Allison and the Cuban 
missile crisis: A review of the bureaucratic mode of foreign policy decision- 
making’, Millennium, 1980, vol. 9, no. l,pp. 21—40. 

19 Stephen D. Krasner, ‘Are bureaucracies important (or Allison Wonderland)’, For¬ 
eign Policy, 1972, Summer, no. 7, pp. 159—79; Art echoes Krasner’s claim that the 
power of the president is understated; Art, ‘Bureaucratic politics and American 
foreign policy’, p. 475. 

20 Art,‘Bureaucratic politics and American foreign policy’, pp. 473—90. 

21 Freedman, ‘Logic, politics and foreign policy processes’, pp. 437—41; Caldwell, 
‘Bureaucratic foreign policy-making’, p. 97. 

22 Caldwell,‘Bureaucratic foreign policy-making’, p. 95. 

23 For a critique of the BPM through the notion of‘role’, see Martin Hollis and 
Steve Smith,‘Roles and reasons in foreign policy decision making’, British Journal 
of Political Science, 1986, vol. 16, pp. 269—86. 

24 Stephen Benedict Dyson, ‘Personality and foreign policy: Tony Blair’s Iraq deci¬ 
sions’, Foreign Policy Analysis, 2006, vol. 2, no. 3, pp. 289—306. 

25 See for example the work of Morten Egeberg on the EU, Morten Egeberg, ‘Exec¬ 
utive politics as usual: Role behaviour and conflict dimensions in the College of 
European Commissioners ’, Journal of European Public Policy, 2006, vol. 13, no. 1, 
PP- !-5- 

26 Jonathan Bendor and Thomas H. Hammond/Rethinking Allison’s models’, Ameri¬ 
can Political Science Review, 1992, vol. 86, no. 2, pp. 314—16. 

27 Ibid.,p. 315. 

28 See, for instance, Douglas Faith, War and Decision: Inside the Pentagon at the Dawn 
of the War on Terrorism, New York: HarperCollins, 2008; Michale E. Gordon and 



62 Bureaucracies and foreign policy 

Bernard E. Trainor, Cobra II: The Inside Story of the Invasion and Occupation of Iraq, 
New York: Vintage Books, 2008. 

29 Bendor and Hammond, ‘Rethinking Allison’s models’, p. 317. 

30 Jerel A. Rosati, ‘Developing a systemic decision-making framework: Bureaucratic 
politics in perspective’, World Politics, 1981, vol. 33, no. 2, pp. 234—52. 

31 Ibid., pp. 248-9. 

32 Ibid.,p.247. 

33 Kevin Marsh, ‘Obama’s surge: A bureaucratic politics analysis of the decision to 
order a troop surge in the Afghanistan war, Foreign Policy Analysis, 2014, vol. 10, 
no. 3,pp. 265—88. 

34 Bendor and Hammond, ‘Rethinking Allison’s models’, pp. 304—6. 

35 David Welch, ‘The organizational process and bureaucratic politics paradigms: 
Retrospect and prospect’, International Security, 1992, vol. 17, no. 2, especially 
pp. 119-46. 

36 Paul t’Hart and Uriel Rosenthal, ‘Reappraising bureaucratic politics’, Mershon 
International Studies Review, 1998, vol. 42, no. 2,pp. 236—7. 

37 Ibid., pp. 234—5. 

38 Jutta Weldes, ‘Bureaucratic politics: A critical constructivist assessment’, Mershon 
International Studies Review, 1998, vol. 42, no. 2, p. 217; Jutta Weldes, Constructing 
National Interests: The United States and the Cuban Missile Crisis, Minneapolis: Uni¬ 
versity of Minnesota Press, 1999. 

39 Weldes,‘Bureaucratic politics’, p. 218. 

40 Ibid., p. 221. 

41 Israel is a case in point. For research on the impact of the military on Israeli for¬ 
eign policy in this context, see Oren Barak and Gabriel Sheffer, ‘Israel’s security 
network: An exploration of a new approach’, International Journal of Middle East 
Studies, 2006, vol. 38, no. 2, pp. 235—61; Yoram Peri, Generals in the Cabinet Room: 
How the Military Shapes Israeli Policy, Washington, DC: The United States Institute 
for Peace, 2006. 

42 Robert O. Keohane,‘International institutions: Two approaches’, International Stud¬ 
ies Quarterly, 1988, vol. 34, no. 4, pp. 379—96. 

43 Weldes, ‘Bureaucratic politics’, p. 222. 

44 Klaus Brummer, ‘The reluctant peacekeeper: Governmental politics and Germa¬ 
ny’s participation in EUFOR RD Congo’, Foreign Policy Analysis, 2013, vol. 9, 
no. l,pp. 1—20. 



4 The domestic sources 
of foreign policy 


Introduction 

The adage ‘politics stops at the water’s edge’ captures the tradition of for¬ 
eign policy being an area where domestic political factionalism is sub¬ 
limated to the interests of national security. This realist perspective on 
foreign policy and the communitarian pull of nationalism obscures both 
the complexity of decision making and the centrality of domestic factors 
in shaping the aims and outcomes of that process. Time-honoured ques¬ 
tions, such as who makes foreign policy and in whose interests, highlight 
the difficulty of ascribing simplistic, realist-tinged interpretations of for¬ 
eign policy. 

The problems inherent in defining what constitutes the ‘national inter¬ 
est’ inspired closer examination of the sources of foreign policy decision 
making and the nature of the process itself and extensive investigation 
of the individual decision maker and the role of bureaucratic influences 
in the formulation and implementation of foreign policy. This work, in 
turn, raises questions about how those elements outside the formal state 
structures of foreign policy decision making, but still within the sovereign 
confines of the state - societal actors, interests and values that reside in 
the domestic setting - are actually accounted for and integrated into the 
foreign policy process. 

Domestic influences outside the formal state structures - lobbyists, the 
media, class factors, constitutional restrictions - are clearly significant and 
in some cases can influence foreign policy. 1 For instance, societal actors, 
such as interest groups, actively engage the relevant state political actors 
in order to influence the foreign policy process in line with their con¬ 
cerns. At the same time, the formal and informal rules of political con¬ 
duct within a given state are critical for shaping the manner in which 
this influence is exercised and the degree to which it is effective. Also, 
the overarching societal structure and its relationship to the state, that is, 
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the role of elites and even class factors, can play a determining part in the 
orientation, access and particular forms that foreign policy assumes. 

Reflecting this complex mosaic, within FPA, there are three basic 
approaches to understanding the impact of domestic factors on state for¬ 
eign policy. Each is rooted in a different account of state-society rela¬ 
tions and, therefore, reflects the assumptions and interests of that particular 
depiction of those relations. One approach sees the principal source of 
domestic influence in the actual structural form (i.e. institutions and 
regimes) of the state. A second approach sees foreign policy making as 
being driven by the nature of the economic system within states and, con¬ 
currently, in the interests of a narrow elite that traditionally has acted in 
what it perceives to be the national interest. A third approach sees foreign 
policy as the product of a competitive pluralist environment as expressed 
by the interplay between interest group politics and state decision makers 
and structures. In Chapter 4, we focus on the enduring importance of 
the domestic setting in shaping foreign policy. In particular, we analyse 
the three accounts referred to above and examine efforts to model foreign 
policy decision making at the domestic level. Finally, the neglected role of 
political parties in foreign policy-making process is discussed. 

The enduring salience of the domestic 

An understanding of the relationship between foreign policy, the state 
and the domestic environment necessarily requires an investigation of the 
nature of the state and society as a prerequisite to a discussion of how 
these actors can affect the foreign policy process. Concurrently, there 
needs to be some recognition that what constitutes the domestic environ¬ 
ment and its array of actors and interests is to a large extent an artifice 
which can be permeated by ‘outside’ forces. 

While elsewhere in the book we discuss the role of the state - and 
its notable absence from the FPA literature — it is in scholarly work on 
the domestic environment that we find a more explicit commitment to 
established theoretical positions that reflect upon the nature of the state 
and its relationship to society. What these various approaches in FPA have 
in common is a belief that foreign policy is something that is produced 
and legitimized by the state apparatus, even if its sources reside within the 
domestic sphere. Based on this, domestic actors actively seek to capture 
the policy debate on foreign policy through a variety of means — from the 
dispensing of financial largesse to political mobilization strategies - and 
orient the policy choices made by the state towards their particular inter¬ 
ests. Even those structuralist accounts which resist ascribing any auton¬ 
omy of the state from societal - and in particular class - interests concede 
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that factionalism within elite groups produces competition over foreign 
policy. Exactly how this process is said to occur is part of what differenti¬ 
ates the various approaches to the state. 

Moreover, what we are characterizing as the ‘domestic environment’ is 
itself an object of contestation. It is arguable that societies, even within 
recent memory, mirrored the relative isolation which accompanies subjec¬ 
tion to the spatial confines of sovereign territorial boundaries to a greater 
degree than do contemporary societies. There were also temporal barriers 
between communities, a product of the slow methods of transport and 
communication over geographic distances throughout most of human 
history. These circumstances re-enforced the particularist character of 
different societies giving rise to notions of cultural specificity and associ¬ 
ated practices. These beliefs have gained currency with the rising tide of 
globalization and inform much of the discourse on topics such as state 
decline, the homogenization of culture and the rise of global civil society 
(see Chapter 6 on globalization for more detail). 2 

At the same time, however, the historical record demonstrates that pow¬ 
erful ideas moved frequently in conjunction, for example, with the grow¬ 
ing pace of international trade in earlier epochs such as in Europe in the 
sixteenth century. For instance, the reformist tracts that paved the way to 
Protestantism enjoyed a surprisingly robust circulation between city states 
and the patchwork of duchies, principalities and kingdoms that formed 
Europe’s regional political system at that time. More recently, the phe¬ 
nomenal absorption of cellular phone technology by African societies — 
the world’s poorest, saddled with abysmal infrastructures and as a result 
among the most isolated societies in the world - demonstrates that these 
seemingly adverse conditions need not be an insurmountable barrier. Per¬ 
haps it is a failure on our part, giddy from the near instantaneous forms of 
global communication, to imagine and recognize the possibilities inherent 
in slower forms of information sharing, and the hunger for knowledge 
and communication among peoples separated only by geography. 

This bundling of domestic and international concerns, captured by 
the unfortunate term ‘inter-mestic’, tends to make foreign policy issues 
subject to influence both external and internal to the territorial state 
to varying degrees. As far back as the 1970s, Peter Gourevitch recog¬ 
nized the possibilities of external influence over the shape and tenor of 
domestic debates - especially, but not exclusively, in relation to foreign 
policy issues. 3 He suggested that Waltz’s ‘second image’, that is, the state 
level of analysis, is the ‘reverse’ of the conventional depiction in which 
influence flows only outward, from the domestic setting to the exter¬ 
nal environment. Mansbach, Ferguson and Lampert use the analogy of a 
cobweb to describe the international system and to capture the structural 
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implications of this insight, depicting a process of constant interaction 
between state and non-state actors. 4 In the face of ideas and pressures 
from abroad permeating state borders coupled with an ever-expanding 
web of international norms, rules and regimes designed to regulate state 
conduct in particular spheres, the capacity of foreign policy decision mak¬ 
ers to construct their policy formulations and actions with sole reference 
to domestic forces, seems ever more remote. 

Nevertheless, despite the prevailing rapid circulation of ideas, pres¬ 
sures and material goods characteristic of the contemporary global set¬ 
ting, there are some defining features of the international political system 
that allow for reference to the enduring saliency and indeed centrality 
of the domestic environment in the foreign policy process. Fundamental 
among these is the legal status accorded to the idea of sovereignty, which, 
of course, gives to the state primacy over a fixed territory and its popula¬ 
tion. Recognition of the rights of governments within states to exercise 
this authority even with the emergence of a discourse on the ‘responsibil¬ 
ity to protect’, and the inability of societies to have alternative means of 
expressing their political aspirations other than through sovereignty, is a 
powerful, defining characteristic of the international system. The fact of 
citizenship is an acknowledgement of the constraints on individual action. 
Moreover, the legal structures of states, which provide formal status to 
corporative entities ranging from businesses to NGOs, define the param¬ 
eters to their conduct. 5 The establishment of tax havens in island states, 
the movement of multinationals from one state to another in search of the 
most beneficial tax and labour conditions, and the utilization of territory 
to accommodate political refugees are all signs that states and the domestic 
conditions within them are crucial sites of relatively autonomous politi¬ 
cal (and economic) activity, which should be considered with the utmost 
seriousness. This is given concrete expression through everything from 
corporate taxes, the possibility of lawsuits and the degree of media free¬ 
dom that is specific to the particular domestic setting of a given state. 

Socio-cultural influences — reflected for example by governing prac¬ 
tices in different states - introduce local variation into what otherwise 
might be relative homogeneity within regions. 6 The adoption of Western 
ideas of sovereignty, for instance, has not been wholesale, but rather has 
been a process mediated by local elites and aligned to their needs, estab¬ 
lished institutions and foundational ideas. This process which Amitav 
Acharya characterizes as ‘norm localization’ - gives primacy to domestic 
actors, institutions and settings in assessing the salience of‘foreign’ ideas in 
relation to prevailing local circumstances. 7 This reassertion of the domes¬ 
tic in the trajectory of the norm cycle is not only a cogent explanation 
for the partial adaptation or even rejection of externally sourced ideas, for 
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example, in relation to women’s rights by ‘non-Western’ societies, but also 
reminds us that local societal factors exercise a determining influence over 
ideational matters. 8 

Finally, the indisputable position of the foreign policy decision mak¬ 
ers within this complex setting at the centre of a sovereign-based system 
of authority derives its substantive legitimacy from the domestic society, 
which is reified in legal terms by the international system. While these 
policy decision makers may seek sometimes to boost their standing and 
prestige by appealing to international actors, ultimately and crucially, their 
authority is dependent upon domestic sources. 

The domestic structures approach: constitutional 
structures and political regimes 

For many FPA scholars, the most significant source of foreign policy is 
the domestic structure of the nature of the state political institutions, the 
features of society and the institutional arrangements linking state and 
society and channelling societal demands into the political system. Kat- 
zenstein, Krasner, Risse-Kappen and others provide detailed descriptions 
of the relative strengths and weakness governing relations between differ¬ 
ing state structures and society. 9 

According to Risse-Kappen, for instance, the importance of the state 
structure resides in the fact that it is the crucial site of foreign policy deci¬ 
sion making and, mediated through constitutional arrangements, is the 
area where state and society ‘negotiate’ the country’s IR. 10 Here, within 
the particular constitutional framework of the state, domestic institu¬ 
tions and interest groups operate, devising coalition-building strategies 
that ultimately demonstrate the effectiveness of domestic influences over 
foreign policy. The rules of political participation influence formal poli¬ 
tics and the conduct of political parties in relation to international issues. 
Traditionally, the executive has the authority to formulate and implement 
foreign policy, endowed by the constitution or convention; the legislature 
and other institutions have limited powers of judicial review and budget¬ 
ary control. The number of points of access between societal groups and 
decision makers determines the degree to which there is public input to 
state foreign policy. For example, France has very few access points to the 
executive and is ‘state dominated’ because the public plays only a limited 
role in foreign policy making; in the US, there are multiple access points 
to the executive, foreign policy is ‘society dominated’ and the public has 
many opportunities to influence it. 11 

Another aspect of the domestic structure that influences foreign pol¬ 
icy is the political regime type. Authoritarian regimes with no electoral 
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mandate from their populations historically have used foreign issues to 
distract from domestic difficulties. George Kennan’s ‘X telegram’ and sub¬ 
sequent articulation of America’s ‘containment policy’ towards the Soviet 
Union was predicated on just such an analysis of the roots of Soviet for¬ 
eign policy. 12 From this perspective, democratic (or ‘pluralist’) regimes 
tend to pursue fewer foreign policy ‘adventures’ that are out of step with 
the interests of their society. However, research shows that lack of access to 
information and other bureaucratic obstacles constructed by authoritar¬ 
ian states may also exist in democratic states and restrict public involve¬ 
ment in foreign policy decision making. 13 The differences between these 
two types of regimes in this respect are sometimes small. 

In the context of regime-oriented considerations of the domestic origins 
of foreign policy, there is the ‘democratic peace debate’, which derives 
from Kant’s ‘perpetual peace’ theory and his model of an international 
order which only ‘republican’ states are allowed to join. Michael Doyle, 
replacing the term ‘republican’ with ‘liberal’, points to statistical analyses 
that support the fact that stable constitutional liberal democracies do not 
engage in wars with one another. 14 His rationale is, first, that a ‘cultural- 
normative’ interpretation suggests that stable democracies resolve con¬ 
flict through negotiation and bargaining and, therefore, favour these 
same approaches in foreign policy, especially towards other democratic 
regimes. However, in the context of non-democratic regimes, democratic 
leaders cast off their inhibitions in relation to conflict. Concurrently, a 
‘structural-institutional’ interpretation suggests that democratic regimes 
are founded on a system of checks and balances that effectively slow deci¬ 
sion making, while emphasizing the public agreement with foreign policy 
decisions in relation to the declaration of war, all of which serves as an 
internal deterrent to promulgating war between democracies. Although 
the empirical basis for democratic peace theory is open to contestation on 
several grounds, there is general acceptance that the data broadly support 
this proposition. 15 

The notion of‘middle powers’ introduces another variant into the rela¬ 
tionship between political regime and foreign policy behaviour. Coo¬ 
per, Higgot and Nossal propose that ideational and material attributes 
combine to contribute to a self-conscious assertion of national role - 
echoing some of the work on role theory — that produces distinctive 
foreign policy conduct in high-income but ‘middle ranked states such as 
Canada and Australia’. 16 Middle power foreign policies are usually multi - 
lateralist, bridge-building and concerned with the promotion of norms. 
Some scholars include developing countries, such as Malaysia and South 
Africa, in the group of middle power states. 17 This approach to identify¬ 
ing middle powers is rooted in the prevailing power hierarchies of states 
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(and avoids trying to develop objective material indicators for their rank¬ 
ings) and relies on domestic perceptions of capacity in relation both to 
other states and to the particular sector (such as trade) or foreign policy 
issue under consideration. 

Scholarship on political regimes within different geographic regions 
has moved away from analyses of the impact of regimes on foreign policy 
to emphasize the regional systemic patterns and local particulars of his¬ 
tory and society in shaping foreign policy conduct. For instance, Afri¬ 
canists studying foreign policy who seek to integrate their work into 
the established typologies of African political regimes, for example neo- 
patrimonial to setder oligarchies, believe that these have exercised a deter¬ 
mining influence over the structures of foreign policy decision making 
and implementation. 18 In studies of the foreign policy of Middle Eastern 
states, the predominance of authoritarian states backed by security services 
has been noted. 19 In Southeast Asia, the convergence of elite interests and 
cultural specificities has produced a regional foreign policy style which 
some academics and practitioners characterize as the ‘ASEAN (Associa¬ 
tion of South East Asian Nations) way’. 20 

In some ways, this trend echoes earlier thinking in FPA related to the 
diagnosis of‘nation-type’ and national attribute theory as a means of devel¬ 
oping a comprehensive predictive analysis of foreign policy behaviour. 21 
However, unlike the comparative FPA project, there as yet is no renewal of 
the effort to systematize these particularist features into a rigorously drawn 
and universal rationalist framework (much less one that seeks to codify the 
variables as in the comparative FPA project). 22 Stephen Krasner, while crit¬ 
ical of what he characterizes as structural approaches to the analysis of state 
foreign policies, proposes an approach that takes the historical evolution 
of the state as a starting point for understanding foreign policy conduct. 23 
Work on regions, such as Buzan and Weaver’s regional security complexes, 
seems to be anticipating a return to the systematic consideration of foreign 
policy conduct through its emphasis on the specificities of local factors as 
a way of interpreting regional state behaviour. Laura Neack’s attempt to 
link state type to foreign policy conduct, which includes a focus on the 
category of‘middle powers’, is an example of such an approach. 24 


The ‘structuralist’ approach: economic systems 
and social class 

Among structuralist writings in the Marxist tradition, we can find the 
roots of foreign policy and, more particularly, the motivation for exploit¬ 
ative policies, such as imperialism and colonialism, in the nature of the 
capitalist economic system. According to Karl Marx, although the state 
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may be nothing more than a committee representing bourgeois interests, 
it performs a critical function in ordering the interests of capital in rela¬ 
tion to labour and markets. 25 This instrumentalist view denies the exis¬ 
tence of state autonomy in real terms, but suggests that state legitimacy is 
dependent on the population having a perception of its autonomy. 26 The 
literature is dominated by debates on the relative autonomy of the state 
from the elites, but those scholars in this tradition agree that a narrow 
social class uses its control over the economy to ensure that foreign policy 
conforms to its interests. 

For structuralists, the crucial divisions between the hierarchy of the states 
fitted within the international political economy are the most important 
guide to foreign policy conduct. A center—periphery relationship, based 
upon the economic exploitation of non- and semi-industrialized states 
of the ‘Third World’ (or the south), produces a foreign policy oriented 
towards maintaining this relationship between the industrialized core and 
the countries of the periphery. Bruce Moon examines how the ‘peripheral 
state’ is driven by the need for domestic legitimacy - bolstered by inter¬ 
national recognition — alongside the pursuit of economic or developmen¬ 
tal aims. 27 Capturing the state is crucial for domestic actors to enhance 
their accumulation of resources. Robert Cox and Hein Marais, among 
others, suggest that in the developing countries, there is a transnational 
capitalist class, which shares the norms and values of the leading capitalist 
countries, fostered by leading international institutions such as the World 
Bank. 28 These local elites actively subvert local considerations in favour of 
their capitalist interests and, in so doing, perpetuate the exploitative rela¬ 
tions of economic dominance. This explains the foreign policy orienta¬ 
tion towards Western interests, in matters such as trade liberalization, by 
otherwise impoverished states, whose domestic industries and agricultural 
sector suffer from open market access. 

Finally, there is a strand in the literature on class and elite foreign policy 
theory that describes foreign policy as conducted by and for the elite 
within society. Skidmore and Hudson characterize this approach as the 
‘social bloc’ model, in which power is concentrated in the hands of a social 
minority that produces a drive for a more cohesive elite and a relatively 
stable domestic environment. As a result, political leaders can emerge 
only through alliance to one of a few dominant social blocs whose well- 
articulated interests are reflected in the foreign policy implemented. 29 The 
breakdown of this cohesion, for example, in the case of the Philippines 
under the Marcos regime and Nigeria under General Suni Abacha, can 
provoke political crisis that can lead to the broadening of political par¬ 
ticipation in an effort to re-legitimize the political system. Christopher 
Clapham holds that the overarching imperative of state survival compels 
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African elites to use foreign policy as an instrument to obtain economic 
resources and political legitimacy from the external environment. 30 

The relationship between the institutions of foreign policy making and 
the interests of the dominant economic and social forces in society has 
been studied in depth. The nineteenth-century English observer John 
Bright noted that the members of the diplomatic corps essentially were 
drawn from the elite, and he suggested that ‘foreign policy is a gigan¬ 
tic system of outdoor relief for the aristocracy’. 31 In the mid-twentieth 
century, the American political scientist Stuart Wright Mills identified 
a ‘power elite’, composed of corporate leaders, politicians and military 
commanders, as the driving force behind foreign (and national) policy. 32 
The ability of these groups to construe parochial concerns as ‘national 
interest’ and, thus, dictate foreign policy, is tied to their capacity to main¬ 
tain an overarching social cohesion that allows them to continue to mobi¬ 
lize society through ideological and economic appeals. 

The pluralist approach: sub-state societal 
actors and interests 

Pluralism is perhaps the most widely acknowledged approach to assess¬ 
ing the role and impact of domestic factors on foreign policy. Pluralism 
includes the myriad of sub-state and non-state actors within the domes¬ 
tic arena and their efforts to exert influence over state institutions and 
decision-making processes. In this depiction of the state, its autonomy 
is assumed (as in the classic Weberian approach), but implies also a more 
explicitly atomized and competitive depiction of state-society relations. 
The general preponderance of domestic over international concerns, from 
this perspective, is a function of the variety of societal interest groups and 
the cross-cutting cleavages among them. 33 Because foreign policy issues 
affect the material interests of different societal groups differently, these 
groups compete and mobilize for influence over political decision making. 
The focus in the pluralist approach is primarily on electoral democracies 
and the role of sub-state and non-state actors, principally interest groups, 
public opinion and the media, in shaping the foreign policy choices of 
decision makers. 

Interest groups are distinguished by their sources of support and the 
nature of their interests. They offer either political mobilization for elec¬ 
toral support or financial mobilization for electoral support (or both), to 
governments and political parties, in exchange for their backing for foreign 
policy positions. A key variable in this exchange is the degree to which 
interest groups are able to mobilize and present their positions, at least in 
ideological terms, as responsive to collective (or national) concerns. The 
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number of techniques used to achieve these aims has grown in line with 
new telecommunications/communication technologies and the growth 
of new media. Interest groups can be categorized roughly as lobby groups, 
single-issue movements, constituency-based groups (e.g. ethnic minor¬ 
ity voters) and special interest groups (e.g. representatives of a particu¬ 
lar industry). 34 Research into interest groups’ influence on foreign policy 
focuses mainly on the economic and political aspects, for example, the 
impact of particular business lobbies on a state’s commercial policies or 
the role of ethnic lobbies in promoting their respective concerns. Security 
issues, from this perspective, are a matter of national interest and, therefore, 
domestic factionalism is set aside. David Skidmore challenges this view, 
demonstrating that the rise of foreign and security lobbies, ranging from 
defence industry groups to non-governmental ‘peace’ organizations, such 
as the American Friends Committee (Quakers), are a clear indicative that 
society does hold distinctive and sometimes deeply contradictory views 
on security matters. 35 

Public opinion is a broad term that encompasses the mass, attentive pub¬ 
lic and various interest groups and lobby groups. Public opinion sets the 
parameters to foreign policy decisions and can be seen as a ‘background’ 
restraint on foreign policy making and implementation. The concept of 
public opinion is problematic since it requires definition of who is the 
public and involves debate on the methodologies adopted to promote 
the public’s viewpoints. Christopher Hill, in his study of British public 
opinion on foreign policy, characterizes public opinion as the Loch Ness 
monster, something frequently spoken about, but never seen. 36 

The classical Almond—Lippman view holds that public opinion should 
have no role or influence over foreign policy, and it is largely indiffer¬ 
ent to and ignorant of foreign policy issues. Subscribers to this consen¬ 
sus believe that the public’s attitudes are mercurial and inconsistent and 
therefore a poor — and even dangerous — source of foreign policy making. 
For these reasons, they argue persuasively for a governing elite to manage 
foreign policy. 37 Shapiro and Page disagree, demonstrating in their study 
of US foreign policy during the CW, that public opinion was not only 
consistent - as shown by numerous studies of democracies - but quite 
‘rational’ in its assessment of international events. 38 James Rosenau stud¬ 
ies public opinion based on a pyramid where the peak is the elite (the 
government, the legislature and the media); the second level is the atten¬ 
tive public (intellectuals and business); and the third level is the general 
public (who are indifferent). 39 Several scholars suggest that only a section 
of public opinion, perhaps between 5 and 20 per cent, is interested in and 
attentive to foreign policy. Public interest seems to depend upon the issue 
(also known as ‘issue saliency’). Routine issues related to diplomacy are 
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not high on the agenda of public concerns, but economic and trade issues 
and questions related to war and peace arouse the public interest. 40 

It is clear that a discussion of public opinion without a concomitant 
theory of the media will be incomplete. The media play a crucial, if con¬ 
troversial, role in the foreign policy process, in acting as a bridge for the 
passage of information between the public, the state and the international 
arena. The media’s influence on foreign policy can be considered in our 
view from three perspectives: agenda setting, information clearing house 
and government propaganda tool. The media as an agenda setter is exem¬ 
plified in the role of William Randolph Hearst, an American newspa¬ 
per mogul, whose bellicose editorials and reportage promoted American 
military action in the late nineteenth century. A contemporary example 
is the so-called CNN effect, or the degree to which media spotlight on a 
particular issue forces the state to take action. 41 Research into government 
responses to portrayals of humanitarian crises indicates that while the 
media can play an important role in shaping foreign policy at the height 
of a crisis, its influence wanes as the crisis - or coverage of it - declines. 42 

The media as a ‘clearing house’ is predicated upon an implicit sense of 
its institutional neutrality. Editorial policy is not as much a function of 
ideological perspectives, established interests or personal biases, but rather 
an ordering of information that conforms to the wants and needs of the 
citizenry. Market factors and consumer conduct, therefore, are the main 
drivers of media action and impose a logic on the particular sector that 
defies efforts to give it overt direction. The fact that disaster and sex pro¬ 
mote sales of newspapers and other media means that these sorts of stories 
will be prioritized in order to increase circulation. 

The media as a government propaganda tool certainly holds for closed, 
authoritarian states that seek to manage the flow of information to their 
citizens in the interests of regime security. The more controversial position 
is that democratic polities deliberately engage in manipulating the public 
in order to steer foreign policy in directions that suit elite interests. Noam 
Chomsky characterizes the process of opinion formation in democracies 
as ‘manufactured consent’, in which the state and the media elites shape 
citizens’ outlooks to conform to their particular interests in order to gain 
support for the pursuit of a specific foreign policy agenda. 43 Following this 
insight, several studies suggest that it is only when elite opinion within a 
state is divided over foreign policy that the media can exert influence over 
public opinion. For example, the UK media and the public outcry against 
the Blair Government’s participation in the last Iraq war reflected divisions 
within the foreign policy establishment over this policy. 

Having an input into the media is a priority for democratic states seek¬ 
ing the approval of the public for a particular course of action. Following 
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the Vietnam War, the US government tried to influence the media, which 
was seen as being an independent actor capable of undermining the gov¬ 
ernment’s foreign policy objectives. The influence exerted included the 
introduction of new approaches to managing media (daily briefings, con¬ 
trolled leaks, spin and ‘embedded journalists’). State-funded media, such 
as the UK British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC), present a somewhat 
different set of problems for a democratic state since they raise the issue 
of a balance between independence and control of the media agenda. 
Another source of information on international affairs is non-state actors 
whose mandate is to shape public opinion on foreign policy issues. These 
include ‘think tanks’, such as the numerous (nearly 300 in 2011) strategic 
studies centres across the world, philanthropic foundations, such as the 
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, and semi-state actors, such 
as political party foundations (for example, Germany’s Friedrich Ebert 
Foundation and the US National Endowment for Democracy). 44 MNCs 
use their funding of non-state actors to support perspectives that cor¬ 
respond with their interests. Advocacy groups, such as environmentalists 
or human rights activists, try to mobilize public support (and in so doing 
influence government action) through media campaigns designed to raise 
awareness of their issues and concerns. 

Finally, new media, especially computer-enabled media, have provided 
non-state actors and individuals with numerous platforms, such as ‘blog’ 
sites and social networks, to connect people and provide information. 
There is a dizzying array of alternative narratives and stories, sometimes 
available in ‘real time’, which make it very difficult for governments to 
keep abreast of events and enable the ‘spinning’ of public opinion. The 
extraordinary efforts exerted by authoritarian states to control the Inter¬ 
net (e.g. in Cuba, Iran and China) are testament to the fear that these 
instruments induce, and the outbreak of revolution in North Africa in 
2011 seemed to confirm this fear. The longer-term implications for gov¬ 
ernance that accompany the fragmentation of national media into nar¬ 
rower interest-based constituencies that are market or interest driven, and 
the implications for opinion formation on foreign policy, have yet to be 
thoroughly explored. 

The technology innovations around the establishment and spread of 
the internet and social media are seen by many as a ‘game changer’, be it 
the role it played in fomenting political unrest in authoritarian states or 
engendering a new kind of‘post-party structures’ politics in open societ¬ 
ies. The move towards enhanced forms of global public outreach by coun¬ 
tries like the United States, which sought to enhance its public diplomacy 
in the aftermath of 9/11, and China’s establishment of Confucius Centres 
in 2004 is one indication of how seriously states of all regime types take 
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these developments. At the same time, the actual impact that ‘new media’ 
is having on foreign policy is still undetermined and poorly understood 
in the scholarly literature. Its emergence as a force corresponds with the 
rapid decline of so-called traditional media from its position as sole instru¬ 
ment for communication of international news. The advent of inter¬ 
net has brought about the fragmentation of what constitutes news, with 
individuals seeking out information and analysis that - through social 
media - reinforces their preferences and biases as never before. One direct 
outcome of this development is the decline of a national narrative within 
states, a requisite instrument for foreign policy mobilization of domestic 
audiences in support of particular aims, which leaves individuals more open 
to alignment with other sub-national, sectarian or other forms of identity. 

Advocates of the transformative power of the new media like Eugene 
Yi are unequivocal in their belief that ‘social media and digital technol¬ 
ogy are taking foreign policy and moving it closer to the people’. 4:5 While 
technology is seen to be relevant as a platform for expressing informa¬ 
tion outside of the mainstream, it is not held to be a determining influ¬ 
ence when it comes to policy matters as argued by its proponents. In 
fact, Shirky declares, ‘[t]he use of social media tools - text messaging, 
e-mail, photo sharing, social networking, and the like — does not have 
a single preordained outcome’. 46 Its role in foreign policy matters can 
be catalytic or incidental and even irrelevant. The Arab uprising, which 
employed social media initially to great effect as both an information 
source and mobilizing instrument to combat the actions of the state, was 
seen by some scholars and policy makers as demonstrating the revolution¬ 
ary potential of social media in the service of society’s best democratic 
interests. 47 A former Google marketing director played a critical role in 
organizing the Facebook page and twitter accounts necessary to build 
the momentum of the Egyptian mass social movement that eventually 
overthrew the Mubarak regime (within two years, however, the incoming 
Al-Sisi regime had mastered the instruments of the medium sufficiendy 
to stifle protest). 48 On the other end of the moral spectrum, the use of 
social media by Islamic State to publicize its acts of terror and recruit new 
adherents abroad illustrates the Manichean character of the new media 
landscape. 

Indeed, libertarian expectations of the new media as an emancipatory 
project were dealt a potentially fatal blow by the disclosures of massive 
global surveillance programmes operated by the US National Security 
Administration (NSA) and its counterparts in other countries of the West. 
First the release of WikiLeaks materials, followed by the insider revela¬ 
tions of a former NSA official, Edward Snowden, confirmed the penetra¬ 
tion of everyday citizenry by the state. Cyber-crime, cyber-espionage 
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and cyber-terrorism are daily occurrences, while the ‘dark web’ offers an 
alternative vision of the underside of society that is seemingly beyond the 
reach of states. Authoritarian regimes, once seen to be under threat from 
the new media, are now seen to be fighting back through the promulga¬ 
tion of restricted forms of the web that limit usage through the imple¬ 
mentation of strategies like the ‘Great Firewall of China’. 

Cognitive limits of social media introduce another dimension to the 
already complex picture of this medium of expression. Scientific studies, 
for instance, have demonstrated that human beings can only manage at 
best 150 stable relationships (‘Dunbar’s Number’) and this limitation is a 
function of physical characteristics of the brain: 

[T]he limit imposed by neocortical processing capacity is simply on 
the number of individuals with whom a stable inter-personal rela¬ 
tionship can be maintained. 49 

Other researchers suggest that, aside from the special conditions proposed 
by Dunbar where group survival is at stake, the number is generally far 
smaller. 50 The implications of these physical constraints for the func¬ 
tioning of the social media as a site of collective action are significant. 
Whereas, as Shirky points out, social media can lower the costs of coordi¬ 
nation for political activism and perpetrate the notion of a ‘shared aware¬ 
ness’ required for effect activism, 51 it is not a substitute for longer more 
conventional approaches to political action. 

It should be recognized that much of what is said about the media and 
public opinion has inherent bias towards democratic states and builds on 
the conventions of the literature which ascribe distinctive features to open 
societies versus closed societies in relation to public opinion. Scholars will 
readily point out that as authoritarian states have deliberately restricted 
public spheres, there is consequentially a much reduced scope for societal 
engagement with foreign policy issues (as well as other issues). 52 While 
institutional mechanisms that allow society ‘access points’ of influence on 
international issues may, as a whole, be fewer in authoritarian states, it is 
simply not true that these regimes operate in a public opinion vacuum. 
Measuring that input is more difficult naturally, though Reilly suggests 
that it is found to an extent in observing how authoritarian governments 
respond to unwelcome policy reverses. 53 

Selectorate theory provides a useful analytical framework for assess¬ 
ing the degree to which authoritarian leaders give consideration to and 
account for public opinion in their decision making. 34 At the heart of this 
approach is the notion that there is reciprocity of accountability between 
the authoritarian ruler and a core constituency of the ruled known as the 
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‘selectorate’. 55 According to Bueno de Mesquita, the boundaries of such 
concerns are marked by the requirements of meeting the private needs 
of a ‘winning coalition’ necessary to maintain regime legitimacy within 
the framework of a ‘selectorate’. 56 This selectorate can be understood to 
be confined to the formal structures of the national elites or single party 
which dominates the politics of the state and is itself divided between 
what scholars characterize as the ‘essentials’ and ‘influentials’. 57 Authori¬ 
tarian regimes generally only look outside this winning coalition group 
within the selectorate when the costs of addressing this group’s needs 
becomes too high and, as a consequence, the leader has to seek alternative 
sources of support and legitimacy to pursue foreign policy. 

The principle significance of this body of research is to recognize a 
process ‘bounded accountability’ within authoritarian states, which allows 
for inputs and influence from selected elements of society in the formula¬ 
tion of foreign policy. In this context, the role of nationalism in foreign 
policy is paramount for authoritarian regimes in ways that go beyond 
democratic ones. 58 With nationalism an important component of the 
ideological glue legitimizing any regime in power, authoritarian leaders 
habitually utilize patriotic appeals and rationales to mobilize support for 
foreign policy issues. The ‘rally round the flag’ effect, noted by scholars 
examining the impact of sanctions, is but one example of how authoritar¬ 
ian regimes are able to re-frame hostile foreign policy actions as affronts 
to sovereignty and identity, thereby galvanizing public support. 

The employment of particular nationalist and transcendent narratives 
by societies under authoritarian rule becomes a crucial (if not the sole) 
means of giving expression to wider society’s foreign policy preferences. 
While mobilized and managed by the regime, the public’s ability to draw 
on a nationalism narrative to justify foreign policy actions that are critical 
of the existing official line offers opportunities for articulating alternative 
policy approaches. Similar to elite theories of the media, in this context 
differing foreign policy preferences are likely to reflect internal divisions 
within the ruling elite. 59 This can be seen in the Chinese case, where 
the unleashing of nationalist sentiment after the Japanese government’s 
purchase of island territory in the East China Sea in 2012 sparked an 
escalating diplomatic row which has not only seen the Chinese public 
supporting Beijing’s military build-up, but voices within it calling for 
consumer boycotts and even military action. At the same time, the twin¬ 
ning of nationalism and social media can produce unintended effects in 
the foreign policy realm: Chinese state actions (or inactions) have become 
an acceptable target for societal criticism through the Chinese social 
media whenever Chinese citizens are threatened by local security condi¬ 
tions producing discomfort and concern for the ruling elite in Beijing. 60 
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Thus the boundaries of this arena of debate for the public on foreign 
policy matters within authoritarian states are necessarily constrained and 
fluid, with issue and context-specific conditions defining the possibilities 
of engagement and influence. 

This dynamic is also found in regions such as the Middle East and 
Africa where transcendent notions of identity or norms are recognized, 
enabling societies otherwise restricted by authoritarian states to embrace 
foreign policy issues through larger narratives of identity and place (‘pan- 
Arabism’ and ‘pan-Africanism’). 61 According to Lynch, historical condi¬ 
tions across the Middle East and North Africa region produced relatively 
closed domestic public spheres that, coupled to the pan-regional identities 
derived from the Ottoman empire and Islamic experience, have caused 
Arab populations to ‘turn to the transnational level for political debate’. 62 
Though its origins naturally differ, with stronger roots in an African dias¬ 
pora based in the US and Western Europe, pan-Africanism too articulates 
a vision of continental unity that transcends the colonial division of terri¬ 
tory and peoples. 63 The implications in authoritarian systems which have 
restricted domestic public spheres for debate is the persistent elevation of 
foreign policy issues with explicit trans-regional meaning that not only 
don’t encroach on or challenge the underlying power dynamics of the 
regime, but could assist in legitimizing it domestically (as well as abroad). 
The perennial foreign policy questions on Israel—Palestine or anti-colonial 
and anti-apartheid struggles in the Middle East and Africa, respectively - 
all of which fit into the prevailing transnational identity narratives of 
the regional publics - can be understood in part as reflections of these 
circumstances. 

Modelling foreign policy decision making in the 
domestic environment 

The inherent complexity involved in interpreting foreign policy formula¬ 
tion and choice has inspired different approaches to modelling this pro¬ 
cess. These approaches mirror the classic three levels of analysis in FPA 
focusing on the role of the individual leader, the place of state institutions 
and the influence of system factors, in their assessment of foreign policy 
decision making in the domestic environment. Joe Hagan and Juliet 
Kaarbo have written about the competitive role played by political actors 
within government structures in their efforts to understand the dynam¬ 
ics of foreign policy choice; Robert Putnam, Robert O. Keohane and 
Joseph S. Nye have developed approaches to foreign policy which seek 
to account for the complexity and interplay between the domestic and 
external forces. 
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Hagan revisits the role of leaders in democratic governments as the 
focal points of foreign policy decision making. 64 He holds that a leader’s 
primary concern is political survival in office and that all policy choices 
ultimately are set against the backdrop of this sine qua non. The task of the 
leader becomes one of creating and maintaining coalitions of support for 
the respective foreign policy agendas through a central concern over ways 
of managing opposition to that agenda from within the governing party 
or from the formal opposition party. Hagan posits that this is achieved 
through the application of one of three strategies, accommodation, insula¬ 
tion or mobilization. In the case of accommodation, the leader bargains 
with the opponents to the foreign policy agenda to win support for a 
compromise foreign policy. Insulation involves deflecting attention away 
from the foreign policy issue in question, thus freeing the ‘political space’ 
for the leader’s preferred foreign policy action. A mobilization strategy 
is pursued to win support for a foreign policy position by persuading 
opponents of the policy. 

Kaarbo delves into the actual governing structures and examines the 
role of bureaucracies - especially of minority dissenters to the prevail¬ 
ing policy choices — in the foreign policy process. According to Kaarbo, 
the ability of these bureaucratic minorities to influence foreign policy 
is based on their familiarity with and consequent facility at manipulat¬ 
ing the decision-making procedures and information within governing 
structures. 65 Their minority standing, due to the fact that they are direcdy 
subordinate within a particular bureaucratic institution (a vertical minor¬ 
ity) or because they are part of a weaker bureaucratic institution among 
more prominent bureaucratic institutions (a horizontal minority), helps 
to determine the specific strategic approach adopted to promote their 
position. 

Pluralist studies of foreign policy recognize the impact of a diversity of 
actors, salient international institutions and a changing environment on 
foreign policy decision making. This growing complexity poses signifi¬ 
cant challenges to the more conventional explanations of foreign policy 
conduct in FPA. In attempting to address this, Martin Rochester identifies 
four problems facing foreign policy makers engaged in classic pursuits of 
national interest in the context of the pluralist ‘cobweb’ paradigm: satisfy¬ 
ing different interest groups affected unequally by foreign policy; sub¬ 
national actors with cross-cutting affiliations and interests; controlling the 
conduct of MNCs with their own specific interests; and satisfying both 
the domestic and foreign constituencies. 66 

In Chapter 2, we discussed how Robert Putnam responded to this last 
challenge by devising an approach based on the two-level game which 
reflects the two environments of decision making. 67 Putnam’s approach 
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to modelling foreign policy decision making — which focuses on trade 
issues, but was seen by FPA scholars as having wider applicability - aims 
to integrate and understand the different (and sometimes rival) dynamics 
involved in a given foreign policy choice. According to Putnam, deci¬ 
sion makers have to operate within two competing frameworks with 
different rules and different operational logics — the external environ¬ 
ment which is anarchic, and the domestic environment which operates 
under recognized rules - in order to achieve a ‘win-set’ (a policy that 
satisfies all requisite interests). The weighing of options, the classic ‘guns 
versus butter’ problem (security versus wealth creation) in the decision 
on a specific foreign policy matter is made more complex by the dif¬ 
ferent sets of rules governing these two environments. Putnam’s influ¬ 
ential approach is informed by game theory and captures the dynamic 
attempts of decision makers to address local constituencies and external 
forces simultaneously. 

Finally, Keohane and Nye proposed a model of foreign policy decision 
making which echoes the very complexity it seeks to explain. ‘Complex 
inter-dependency’ allows the state to retain a measure of agency in assess¬ 
ing and mobilizing state and sub-state actors, NGOs and international 
institutions for its own ends. 68 The increasing relevance of international 
institutions is reflected in the fact that international institutions are seen 
as the prime arena for action (though implicitly the UN is recognized 
as an autonomous international actor). Keohane and Nye’s portrayal of 
the foreign policy process as inter-linked through a variety of networks, 
actors and interests anticipates key features of the globalization literature, 
although unlike Field and others, they hold fast to neo-realist assumptions 
about the centrality of the state, the continuing relevance of the domestic 
environment and its role in defining motivations for action. 


Political parties: the neglected element 

These approaches to framing and interpreting foreign policy decision 
making within the domestic context provide some insights into this com¬ 
plex process. At the same time, with the exception of Flagan and Flilsman, 
they mostly neglect the part played by political parties in this process. 69 
In many respects, political parties can be seen as the key site for a num¬ 
ber of activities attributed in FPA to domestic sources of foreign policy. 
These include the simultaneous role of political parties as agenda setters 
in foreign policy, through ideological discourses reflecting their distinctive 
political orientation (e.g. rightist or leftist), as agenda followers in foreign 
policy, and through their position as interest aggregators derived from the 
support they court from within domestic society. 
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Closer examination of political parties and foreign policy reveals that 
many of the determining points in the formulation of ideological ori¬ 
entation and particular policy choices (which sometimes appear direcdy 
contradictory to this orientation) of a state’s foreign policy are products 
of the decisions and inputs at the political party level, and not formal 
government. Moreover, by focusing on political parties and foreign policy, 
it is possible to move away from the normative tendency towards con¬ 
centrating on democratic forms of governance and imbuing them with 
special attributes to examining dispassionately how single-party regimes, 
for example, the Communist Party of China, operate in ways that mimic 
these key functions. Political parties utilize their international networks 
in ways that complement, supplement or even contradict the formal dip¬ 
lomatic bilateral state apparatus. During the CW, for example, the West 
German political parties and their foundations maintained links that cut 
across the diplomatic necessity to recognize East Germany. 70 The interna¬ 
tional departments of socialist, social democratic, liberal and communist 
parties all, to varying degrees, exercise a form of‘foreign policy’, which is 
at once deeply ideological, highly political and resoundingly statist in its 
underlying ambitions. Although a lack of party discipline and the power 
of lobbies have blunted the power of political parties in the US, it would 
be a mistake to ignore the important organizing functions they perform 
within the political system. 

While it is evident that political parties articulate and pursue foreign 
policy agendas both in office and in opposition, the motivations and con¬ 
ditions which inspire their actions is becoming more a subject of enquiry 
in recent years. Aligning foreign policy positions that correspond with the 
largest bloc of potential voters is one established explanation for political 
party conduct in democratic systems. Winslett goes further, arguing that 
inter-party competition compels parties facing international crises to give 
preference to domestic concerns in reconstituting their foreign policy as 
they grapple with the prospect of possible opposition party gains through 
their exploitation of the failure of the sitting government to anticipate the 
crisis. 71 Similarly, parties operating in closed (authoritarian) systems pursue 
foreign policies which mimic these conditions, albeit within the context 
of a ‘selectorate’, where opposing factions can use poor crisis management 
to criticize the faction in power. 

Marrying the insights from scholarship on domestic structure to how 
different political regimes configure political participation is a critical 
follow-up to the incorporation of political parties into foreign policy 
decision making. It would provide a richer account of the arena of politi¬ 
cal action and provide some clarity for our understanding of the dynamics 
of interest-based politics and their impact on foreign policy choice. The 



82 The domestic sources of foreign policy 

‘shadow politics’ of influence peddling, often only dredged up in the wake 
of political scandal, could give new meaning to our understanding of the 
competitive world of pluralist politics. 


Conclusion 

The approaches discussed above - a domestic structures rendering, a clas¬ 
sical structuralist account and the pluralist approach - are important ele¬ 
ments in the ‘conversation’ on the significance, role and influence of the 
domestic environment in foreign policy. We explored the intersection 
between domestic influences and regional locations. The difficulty inher¬ 
ent in incorporating some of these insights regarding abstract notions, 
such as public opinion, into a working model of foreign policy decision 
making, somewhat limit their interpretive value. 

However, through Hagan’s portrayal of leadership in foreign policy and 
Putnam’s ‘two-level game’, we can see how decision makers might manage 
the competing pressures and concerns in developing state foreign policy. 
We have shown that the domestic environment is a crucial and constrain¬ 
ing factor in foreign policy and puts limits on what is possible in national 
foreign policy. Nonetheless, it is clear that contemporary foreign policy is 
not focused only on the externalization of domestic politics, but is part of 
a complex interchange across the domestic-foreign state frontier. 
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5 Foreign policy analysis 
and the state 


Introduction 

As already noted, for many years. III was dominated by the realist concept 
of the state, which perceives the state as a unitary, rational actor pursu¬ 
ing a supreme national interest (survival) within an anarchic international 
environment. Some have branded this notion ‘national-territorial totality’ 
since conceptually the state comprises the ‘country as a whole and all that 
is within it: territory, government, people, and society’. 1 Throughout this 
book, different strands of FPA reject this realist conception. The literature 
on the impact of psychological factors challenges the rationality ascribed 
by realism to the state, and the notion of bureaucratic politics problema- 
tizes the perception of the state as a unitary actor. Research on the impact 
of domestic players and transnational actors (TNAs) also questions the 
insularity afforded by realists to the state and its foreign policy. Although 
foreign policy analysts’ critiques underline the conceptual and analytical 
limitations of realism, FPA creates other problems: it unpacks the state to 
the point that the concept of the state disappears. 

Arguably, this creates three tensions. Epistemologically, middle-range 
FPA theories, although lacking an explicit conceptualization of the state, 
draw on a range of tacit assumptions about what the state actually is. These 
drive the thinking of foreign policy analysts in ways that are not overdy 
recognized by scholars. Ontologically, because the state is considered to be 
no more than an extension of the elements within middle-range theory, it 
becomes difficult, if not impossible, to account for foreign policy as a dis¬ 
tinct site of action. Finally, a significant conceptual and analytical tension 
within FPA arises. In studying the formulation and implementation of 
foreign policy, FPA recognizes that the state enjoys a degree of autonomy 
from the society it rules and external actors. However, since the concept 
of state is not explicit in FPA, this autonomy cannot be discussed in either 
conceptual or analytical terms. 
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This chapter aims to resolve the aforementioned tensions by drawing on 
the rich debate between IR and historical sociology (HS). Since its launch 
in the mid-1980s, this debate has contributed to the development of sev¬ 
eral strands of IR theory, 2 although it has been overlooked by FPA. 3 In 
our view, this is a missed intellectual opportunity; since HS has advanced 
debate over the state in IR, it should be applied to the problem of the state 
in FPA. This would mean, first, conceptually and analytically reconcil¬ 
ing FPA and conceptions of the state within HS and, second, exploring 
the implications of this analytical and conceptual reconciliation, for key 
notions in FPA. Third, it would enable a conceptual sketching of ideal- 
state types that would reflect the diversity of states in the contemporary 
international system. We propose three such ideal types: the institutional 
state, the quasi-state and the clustered state. These classifications, which 
do not fully capture all states in the contemporary international system, 
should be seen as a preliminary to further refinements of these concepts. 

The institutional state 

Prior to the mid-1980s, IR was dominated by three competing theo¬ 
retical conceptions of the state: realism, which emphasized the primacy 
of the state in determining IR; pluralism, which highlighted the roles 
of non-state actors through the notion of interdependence; 4 and global 
system theory, which saw state behaviour as derived from the exigen¬ 
cies imposed by socio-economic or politico-military structures. 5 By the 
mid-1980s, none of these approaches prevailed or had proved to be more 
incisive than the others. 6 This impasse in IR contrasted with a revival of 
debate on the state in sociology. A first wave of neo-Weberian historical 
sociology (WHS), represented by the work of Skocpol,Tilly and Giddens, 
developed an ‘institutionalized conception’ of the state. 7 The pertinence 
of this conception for IR was its contrast to the realist conception of 
the state. Instead of the state being conceived of in terms of a territo¬ 
rial totality, it was seen as ‘a set of administrative, policing and military 
organisations headed, and more or less well coordinated, by an execu¬ 
tive authority’. 8 In this formulation the state is an ‘actual organization’ 
possessing relative autonomy and the capacity to act in the internal and 
external spheres. The relative autonomy of the state in either context 
derives from its unique positioning to deal with the exigencies imposed 
by international security competition, the ongoing need to extract 
finance to fund its endeavours, and its capacity for surveillance. States 
use surveillance of civil society in order to both pacify it and mobilize 
its resources. The state-civil society relationship is one of competition in 
which the state has relative autonomy. 9 
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The path-breaking work by Tilly, Skocpol and Giddens was followed 
by an equally impressive second wave of neo-WHS writings. Mann, per¬ 
haps more than any other of these scholars, produced work that most 
pertains to the debate on the state in IR. 10 Mann defines the state as 

1) a differentiated set of institutions and personnel embodying cen¬ 
trality; 2) in the sense that political relations radiate to and from 
a centre to cover; 3) a territorially demarcated area, over which it 
exercises and; 4) some degree of authoritative, binding rule-making, 
backed up by some organised physical force. 11 

Before examining the differences between the first and the second waves 
of neo-WHS writing, it is helpful to explore the common ground in neo- 
WHS conceptions of the state, and their implications for FPA. Mann, in 
line with the first wave of neo-WHS writing, sees the state as a separate 
institutional entity, simultaneously rooted in the domestic and external 
environments, with the capacity to act and with relative autonomy. The 
notion of the state’s embeddedness in the internal and external spheres 
fits with the depiction in FPA of foreign policy as a boundary activity: an 
activity that occurs at the interface between the domestic and the external 
spheres. Also, portraying the state as an organization, and an organization 
that can act, implies that it plays a central part in determining foreign 
policy, but also is separate from other defining factors. In contrast to the 
state’s portrayal in realism, it is at the centre of the analysis, but does not 
eclipse other foreign policy determinants. 

Having examined the assumptions common to the first and second 
waves of neo-WHS conceptions of the state, we need to look at the prop¬ 
ositions that distinguish them. This exercise is aimed at establishing how 
the second wave of WHS, embodied in Mann’s work, advances our under¬ 
standing of the institutional state and has helped to refine some key con¬ 
cepts of FPA. Mann, in contrast to Tilly, Giddens and Skocpol, does not see 
the political relations between state and society in terms only of coercion/ 
competition. Mann’s definition emphasizes that political relations radiate 
from civil society to the state, and from the state outwards. 12 Accordingly, 
Mann distinguishes between two forms of power. Despotic power, which 
‘refers to the distributive power of state elites over civil society, and derives 
from the range of actions that state elites can undertake without routine 
negotiation with civil society groups’. 13 Infrastructural power, which is the 
‘institutional capacity of a central state, despotic or not, to penetrate its 
territories and logistically implement decisions’. 14 Infrastructural power, 
in contrast to despotic power, is a two-way street: it enables civil society 
parties to permeate the state. 
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The notion that political relations radiate to and from the state, and 
the corollary that states can possess despotic and infrastructural power, 
is significant for the FPA conceptualization of the relationship between 
state, society and foreign policy. We noted in Chapter 4 that societal FPA 
approaches perceive the state as pervaded by multiple actors operating 
in the domestic sphere. 15 Liberals, in their turn, see the state as embody¬ 
ing society’s demands and values through formally institutionalized 
arrangements: constitutions, elections, legislative frameworks, etc. Marx¬ 
ists emphasize economic systems and class. Mann’s work furnishes FPA 
with a fourth way to conceptualize state-society relations, hinging on the 
idea that the coercive and extractive nature of the state, and its surveil¬ 
lance capacity, affords it a relative autonomy from domestic societal forces. 
Thus, the state will only partially reflect the needs and values of its society. 
Similarly, the relative autonomy of the state imposes limits on the degree 
to which societal actors can make an impact. The task of FPA is to evalu¬ 
ate how the impact of societal actors and the effect of their values and 
demands affect foreign policy, but also broaden the canvas. FPA also needs 
to assess how foreign policy making and its implementation reflect a bal¬ 
ance among promoting society’s needs and values, being subject to pressure 
from societal actors, and possessing relative autonomy. 

Mann’s definition is distinguished also by its reference to the institu¬ 
tions and personnel comprising the state. This represents a departure 
from conventional Weberian wisdom that the modern state is differenti¬ 
ated institutionally from society. In Mann’s account, the state does not 
merely follow a formal/instrumental rationality that is distinct from the 
substantive or value rationality found in the private sphere of civil soci¬ 
ety. Rather, social and personal influences, for example, identities, norms, 
psychological profiles, percolate through the state via the bureaucrats 
and statesmen and stateswomen in charge. 16 The notion that the impacts 
of individual factors affect the state provides a refinement to the work 
of FPA on the effect of psychological, cognitive, bureaucratic and iden¬ 
tity factors. Within FPA the effect of these factors is examined in isola¬ 
tion from the institutional landscape of the state. For this reason, foreign 
policy accounts emerge as no more than the sum of the individual or 
bureaucratic parts. Through the prism of Mann’s work, however, the 
impact of individual/bureaucratic foreign policy factors is set against the 
particular institutional landscape of the state. In our view, this provides 
a more balanced, more analytically nuanced understanding of how indi¬ 
viduals and bureaucracies, operating within the context of the state, affect 
foreign policy. As noted in Chapters 2 and 3, FPA largely ignores the dis¬ 
tinctive state context in which decision making and bureaucratic politics 
take place. 
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Finally, in Mann’s definition, the state exercises some degree of control 
(though not monopoly) over authoritative, binding rule making, backed by 
an organized physical force. On the assumption that there is no monopoly 
over the use of organized physical force, this suggests that the state relies on 
other sources of power to exercise its authority and make binding rules. 
Mann, therefore, examines the development of states through the ideology, 
economic, military, political (IEMP) model ‘so called for its four central 
dimensions: ideological, economic, military and political power relations’. 17 
In the IEMP model, the state is not reduced to any single power source; 
rather, these sources of power are present simultaneously in society and have 
a mutually constitutive relationship with the state. The degree to which 
each power source dominates at any given time depends on the conditions 
underpinning the particular historical juncture. 18 This led Mann to develop 
his theory of the polymorphous state ‘wherein the state crystallizes in multi¬ 
ple contexts - domestic or international, ideological, economic, military and 
political’. 19 His account perceives the state as ‘messier’ than in the first wave 
of WHS thinking, and much more so than realism would concede. It fore¬ 
grounds the middle-range theoretical and methodological FPA approach 
within a conceptual framework that emphasizes the contingent and context- 
specific nature of foreign policy making and its implementation. 

To conclude, then, analytical reconciliation of the institutional debate 
and some key FPA concepts helps resolve some of the tensions identi¬ 
fied earlier in this chapter. The institutional conception of the state is 
informed by a Weberian epistemology of the state, making clear the for¬ 
eign policy analyst’s assumptions about the state. In ontological terms, the 
state is identified as a separate actor. Thus, the state’s foreign policy is not 
reduced to the sum of its individual or bureaucratic parts. Neither is the 
state’s foreign policy merely a product of the pressures imposed by exter¬ 
nal structures. In fact, we have shown that an institutional understanding 
of the state accounts, conceptually and analytically, for the state’s relative 
autonomy. Since foreign policy is acknowledged to be a key activity of 
the state, then by inference, we can identify, in conceptual and analytical 
terms, the source of foreign policy autonomy. What is of interest, however, 
is whether all states conform to the institutional depiction of the state and, 
if not, what other types of state can we identify from the HS literature, and 
what are their implications for FPA? The next section explores these issues 
in the context of what Robert H. Jackson identifies as quasi-states. 20 


The quasi-state 

The notion of quasi-states refers, in particular, to the states in the ‘global 
south’, represented by the colonial territories in Africa, Asia and the 
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Pacific and the Caribbean. Like independent countries, quasi-states possess 
juridical statehood: legal recognition as sovereign states from international 
organizations and major powers’. 21 However, in many cases, the institu¬ 
tions endowing territorial statehood, for example, the coercive apparatus, 
the political institutions, the money-extracting mechanisms, surveillance 
capacity, are fragmented and incomplete. While quasi-states may enjoy 
equal legal sovereignty, they lack the institutions able to constrain and 
outlast the individuals occupying their offices. 22 They can be described as 
partially accomplished states, or quasi-states. A corollary of partial institu¬ 
tional statehood is that the states affected depend, to a greater extent than 
the institutional concept of state would concede, on the rules, norms and 
institutions underpinning contemporary international society. 23 The con¬ 
temporary society that emerged after World War II (WWII), and which 
began to replace the international order underpinning European coloni¬ 
zation, provided crucial support to quasi-states. We can begin to explore 
this through an examination of norms. Contemporary international soci¬ 
ety assumes tacitly that quasi-states should enjoy the formal privileges 
of membership associated with state sovereignty, notwithstanding their 
limited material statehood. This instils in contemporary international 
society the norm that the judicial (if not real) sovereignty of quasi-states 
should be preserved. Of course, as demonstrated forcefully by several cases 
of foreign interventions/invasions, this does not always prevent external 
powers from interfering physically, for example, in Cuba (1961), Czecho¬ 
slovakia (1968), Grenada (1983),Panama (1989), Afghanistan (1979,2001) 
and Iraq (2003), and Syria (2011). Nonetheless, preservation of judicial 
sovereignty constitutes a key normative tenet of contemporary interna¬ 
tional society. As Jackson explains, sovereignty ‘remains a legal barrier to 
foreign interference in the jurisdiction of states. The basic norm of the 
United Nations (UN) Charter (Article 2) enshrines the principle of equal 
sovereignty and its corollary, the doctrine of non-intervention’, which in 
the longer run may have been seriously challenged by the annexation of 
the Crimea by Russia in 2014. 24 Judicial sovereignty also distinguishes 
contemporary from erstwhile international societies where judicial sov¬ 
ereignty was not afforded to states displaying partial material statehood. 25 

This normative shift is related strongly to another underpinning of con¬ 
temporary international society: the rise of self-determination as a tenet of 
the ‘new sovereignty regime’. 26 This is the second theme we examine in the 
context of how contemporary international society supports quasi-states. 
Clapham argues that the new sovereignty regime ‘required the articula¬ 
tion of new conceptions of nationalism and self determination, in which 
the “nation” was equated with the inhabitants of any territory created 
by European colonialism’. 27 As self-determination rose to become a key 
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normative tenet of contemporary international society, so the ruling elites 
of quasi-states were endowed with greater legitimacy to predicate their 
rule on an ideology of internal state consolidation. This ideology proved 
to be a powerful tool to justify the often authoritarian rules employed 
to control newly established quasi-states and was useful for delegitimiz- 
ing, although not eliminating, external intervention. 28 Thus, although 
subject to foreign interference, the ruling elites in quasi-states escaped 
the prolonged colonization imposed on their predecessors. Moreover, in 
situations where quasi-states’ material statehood virtually imploded - for 
example, during civil strife in Afghanistan, Lebanon, Burma, South Sudan 
and Syria - judicial sovereignty and the normative consensus on the right 
of self-determination were the remaining elements of statehood that pre¬ 
vented these imploded quasi-states from being totally extinguished. 

At the same time, a measure of agency on the part of regimes within 
quasi-states is required to fully capture the enduring pathologies that 
shape this form of sovereignty. As Jean-Francois Bayart notes with respect 
to certain African political elite, their remarkable ability to mobilize the 
material resources of the international community to serve their own 
domestic power struggles - through recourse to ideology, humanitarian- 
ism and conventional economic and political needs of foreigners — has 
been a consistent theme across Africa’s history. 29 These patterns and 
practices can be seen across time, from the dramatic shifts in ideological 
direction performed by various Ethiopian regimes and Angolan liberation 
movements during the CW, to the instrumentalizing of humanitarian 
crises by governments in Mozambique and opposition in the Democratic 
Republic of Congo in more recent years. Moreover, the argument that 
local political elites deliberately undermine constitutional states, that the 
‘chaos’ and administrative malfunctions are instrumentally produced by 
them to ensure their grip on power and control — is presented forcefully 
in Chabal and Daloz’s analysis of the African state. 30 

The support given by contemporary international society to quasi-states 
through judicial sovereignty, institutionalization of self-determination and 
delegitimization of prolonged foreign domination, is complemented by 
its endowment of development entitlements. Quasi-states have demanded 
(and received) assistance from international society to develop economi¬ 
cally. This assistance has taken various forms, for example, aid flows, 
technical assistance, debt relief, humanitarian relief and refugee aid. This 
assistance and the ‘rents’ that quasi-states are able to extract from inter¬ 
national trade, form a substantial part of the funds that these states use to 
finance their (partial) bureaucracies and state institutions. 31 

We examine the implications of notions of the quasi-state and its rela¬ 
tionship with contemporary international society for conceptions of FPA, 
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first by exploring how the external environment is conceived. FPA sees 
it in terms of the constraints it imposes on states. As mentioned earlier in 
reference to Elman’s, Webber’s and Smith’s work, neo-realist and depen¬ 
dency formulations respectively highlight the exigencies imposed by 
politico-military and socio-economic international structures. 32 Plural- 
ists underscore the complexities of foreign policy conducted in a mixed- 
state and non-state actor environment. Common to all these depictions is 
that they counterpoise the state and the external environment, the latter 
usually depicted as ominous. The notion of the quasi-state underlines 
that a different type of relationship can develop between the state and 
the external environment. In this relationship quasi-states are supported by 
and entwined with contemporary international society. Indeed, it is dif¬ 
ficult to see how quasi-states can exist without the equal status afforded 
by judicial sovereignty through international law; without the political 
legitimacy endowed by the right to self-determination; and the material 
support granted by development entidement over the years. 

Furthermore, the quasi-state has important implications for how FPA 
conceives of the relationship between state, society and foreign policy. 
The previous section on the institutional state highlighted the liberal and 
societal approaches in FPA. We argued that the notion of the institutional 
state requires that we pay more attention to the relative autonomy of the 
state. The notion of the quasi-state, however, shifts the focus. As the insti¬ 
tutional statehood of quasi-states is partial, they lack the kind of domestic 
structures underpinning institutional states. This should prompt a shift in 
FPA from an examination of how formal domestic structures affect foreign 
policy, to the effects on foreign policy of informal domestic arrangements, 
such as those that exist in quasi-states. By domestic structures, we mean 
the normative and organizational arrangements which form the ‘state, 
structure society, and link the two together’. 33 

Finally, the notion of the quasi-state has implications for how we con¬ 
ceive the foreign policy tools that states can exploit. FPA has recognized 
and accounted for a multiplicity of foreign policy tools states have at their 
disposal: the use of military force, economic and diplomatic sanctions, 
diplomacy, soft power, etc. 34 However, by dint of their partial material 
statehood, quasi-states’ access to conventional foreign policy tools is lim¬ 
ited or denied. At the same time, the security and development entitle¬ 
ments, endowed by the institutional, normative and legal frameworks 
underpinning contemporary international society, grant access to differ¬ 
ent types of foreign policy tools. The scope of this chapter does not allow 
a discussion of how different states manipulate these resources and under 
what circumstances. However, we believe this would be a particularly 
fruitful avenue for FPA research. 
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The clustered state 

This section explores the concept of the clustered state which derives 
from the work of historical sociologists on the implications of the politi¬ 
cal and military processes underpinning the so-called West since the 
onset of the CW 35 The thrust of our argument hinges on a distinc¬ 
tion between the intra-systemic and inter-systemic dynamics of the CW 
Inter-systemic dynamics refers to the conflict between the US and the 
former Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), and their correspond¬ 
ing blocs. Intra-systemic dynamics is the internal dynamics underpin¬ 
ning the West. 36 The West initially included North America, Western 
Europe, Japan and Australia. However, as the CW developed, the concept 
of the West extended to include parts of Latin America, the Middle East, 
Asia and Africa. In referring to intra-systemic dynamics, we are includ¬ 
ing the political, economic, military and legal design underpinning the 
complex institutional framework of the West that emerged during the 
CW. This institutional framework includes political-military organizations 
(e.g. NATO), economic bodies (e.g. the International Monetary Fund 
(IMF), the World Bank), and a developing structure of global legal and 
enforcement institutions (such as international criminal tribunals). The 
institutional framework is complemented and buttressed by a system of 
bilateral and multilateral state alliances. 37 

The significance for this chapter of the institutional consolidation of 
the West lies in the statehood changes it entailed. We have discussed how 
the institutional conception of the state rests on the tacit assumption that 
states are territorially bounded entities, politically and militarily separate 
from each other, with each exerting a monopoly or at least some degree 
of control over the means of violence. However, the emergence of the 
West’s institutional framework challenges these assumptions. It means that 
states voluntarily, though partially, pool their sovereignty and use of politi¬ 
cal force - at least in the external sphere - within a raft of established 
international politically integrated institutions. 38 This makes it more dif¬ 
ficult to perceive states according to the institutional conception, namely, 
as discrete national units with clearly demarcated and mutually exclusive 
‘borders of violence’. By borders of violence we mean that borders are 
not just administrative divisions, but also lines along which violence could 
erupt. 39 

Laffey and Barkawi argue convincingly that the gradual pooling of 
authority and use of political force into a large number of international, 
politically integrated institutions, has eliminated borders of violence in 
the West, rendering it a zone of peace. 40 In this sense, the West can be 
perceived as politically integrated - so much so, that Shaw and others 
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consider consolidation of the West’s institutional framework to herald the 
emergence of a new, albeit embryonic, global state. 41 This claim appears 
flawed, however, particularly since it is based on Mann’s institutional defi¬ 
nition of the state. Recall that a central tenet of Mann’s conceptualiza¬ 
tion is that states ‘bind’ territories by exerting despotic or infrastructural 
power. Those proposing the notion of a global state provide neither an 
empirical nor a theoretical explanation of how the ‘Western’ institutional 
entity binds ‘its’ territory. We would suggest, therefore, that the notion of 
‘clustered state’ better reflects the pooling of sovereignty and use of the 
means of violence in the institutional framework underpinning the West. 

The notion of clustered state has three important implications for FPA. 
First, it implies a different type of state - society relations than those 
discussed above. It is precisely because sovereignty and control over the 
means of violence are voluntarily pooled by states that it is easier for 
social relations to operate across national borders. This results in linkage 
politics - a recurrent sequence of behaviour that originates in one state 
and is reacted to by another - potentially becoming a more salient factor 
for determining foreign policy. 42 There can be three categories of linkage 
politics: 1) reactive linkages, which occur when events in one society lead 
to spontaneous reactions in another, unprompted by governments; 2) emu¬ 
lative linkages, which emerge when an event in one society is quickly imi¬ 
tated by the citizens in another; and 3) penetrative linkages, which occur 
when there is a deliberate attempt on the part of some elements in one 
society to enter, influence and, on occasion, manipulate another. 43 Thus, 
within clustered states, both the domestic societal elements and the net¬ 
works transcending the state boundaries they may create, matter. 

The linkage politics effect has implications for how the external envi¬ 
ronment is conceived. So far we have discussed the external environment 
in terms of either the exigencies it imposes or the supportive effects it 
can generate, on which quasi-states depend. In both cases the external 
environment emerges as a structure , but in the clustered state the exter¬ 
nal environment is conceptualized differently. Since states are partially 
pooled, agency exists at multiple sites and involves numerous players: soci¬ 
etal actors, governments, and a plethora of global and international insti¬ 
tutions. The notion of the external environment involving multiple levels 
of agency has implications also for how FPA accounts for the foreign 
policy tools used by clustered states. The political and military pooling of 
clustered states makes them more prone than quasi- and institutional states 
to employ foreign policy tools multilaterally. This employment might take 
the form ofjoint military operations, for example, the 1990—91 Gulf War, 
and the war in Afghanistan since 2001, but it applies also to measures 
taken to shape the economic conditions these states operate under, and 
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the environment. For example, the steps agreed upon at the 2015 United 
Nations Climate Change Conference to reduce climate change. 44 

Successful foreign policy, under these circumstances, is oriented towards 
an ability to present aims in language that speaks to the normative values 
that inform clustered states and, therefore, can form the basis for collec¬ 
tive action. Notwithstanding the tensions experienced by the EU — for 
example around how to address the Greek ongoing debt crisis since it 
started in 2008 - the EU is a prime example of the disposition of clus¬ 
tered states towards a multilateral foreign policy in the context of work¬ 
ing with global institutions and heeding international law. As Verovsek 
argues, for the first generation of Adenauer, Schuman and Monnet, eco¬ 
nomic cooperation and economic improvements were primarily geared 
towards overcoming nationalism and create a union of common values, 
which would not be based on national and ethnic coherence. However, 
more recent political leaders, such as former German Chancellor Gerhard 
Schroeder, who were less affected by the memory of WWII, adopted 
a different approach; it elevated the economy and economic prosperity 
into the European raison d’etre. In this context, the subdued economy of 
Europe since 2008 poses an unprecedented challenge to the legitimacy 
of the EU, which has increasingly hinged on economic rationales rather 
than on the conscious attempt following WWII to overcome nationalism, 
racism, and create an according union of common values. 45 

Institutional, quasi- and clustered states: analytical 
implications for foreign policy 

Having examined the notions of institutional, quasi- and clustered states, 
we next explore some of the analytical implications of these conceptions 
for FPA in order to identify links between these types of states and for¬ 
eign policy. We do this under three themes: available foreign policy tools; 
source of state autonomy in the context of foreign policy; and inputs from 
the external environment. 


Foreign policy tools 

In terms of the foreign policy tools available to states, there are marked 
differences between institutional, quasi- and clustered states. Institutional 
states are the closest state form to what Weber and followers discuss as 
the modern state. Correspondingly, for foreign policy implementation, 
institutional states rely primarily on the foreign policy tools that accom¬ 
panied the rise of the modern state: modern diplomacy, embodied by the 
institution of ambassador; exertion of military force by modern armies; 
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economic instruments to consolidate inter-state relations or impose sanc¬ 
tions; balancing power and its dynamics via systems of alliances. States in 
the Middle East state system since the end of WWII are a good example of 
institutional states and their employment of modern foreign policy tools. 
At the time of writing, the region is engulfed in a string of popular upris¬ 
ings. In this context, the increasingly assertive foreign policy employed 
by Saudi Arabia exemplifies our argument about the connection between 
the institutional modern state and the type of foreign policy expected to 
be employed. Saudi rapidly deployment military force to help the Sunni 
rulers of Bahrain to suppress the predominantly Shia-driven uprising in 
2011. Likewise, Saudi Arabia armed and financed the opposition forces to 
the Russian and Iranian-backed President Bashar Al-Assad of Syria, who 
since 2011 has been facing a direct challenge to his rule in the form of 
the Syrian civil war. Similarly, Saudi Arabia has sought to directly thwart 
the efforts of the Iranian-backed Huthni forces in the Yemen conflict. In 
all three cases, the Saudi response has stemmed from a desire to contain 
the growing influence since the 2003 US-led invasion of Iraq of Iran, 
which was recently boosted by the lifting in January 2016 of the sanc¬ 
tion regime it was subjected to. The growing influence of Iran poses a 
twofold challenge to Saudi Arabia. First, the military might of Iran poses 
a threat to Saudi aspirations for hegemony in the Arabian Peninsula. Sec¬ 
ond, since the 1979 revolution Iran has tried to export a political Islamic 
model based on Shia Islam throughout the Middle East, which the strict 
Wahhabi strand of Islam endorsed by the Saudi monarchy has defined as 
blasphemous. 46 

As already mentioned, quasi-states have very different capabilities. Their 
partial or even non-existent state apparatuses do not endow the material 
capabilities enjoyed by institutional states to shape their foreign policy 
environments. The foreign policy tools available to quasi-states often 
derive from the strong links forged by the regime with international soci¬ 
ety, frequently the guarantor of their existence, as well as their ability to 
mobilize networks of support from elements in global civil society. For 
instance, the governing regimes in quasi-states work within international 
agencies (e.g. the UN, World Bank, IMF) to promote their interests and 
also may engage with the multiplicity of NGOs working with their coun¬ 
tries; their relationships with these latter can vary from shared complicity 
of purpose to friction and opposition. NGOs may work to promote their 
agendas, for example, through the ‘drop the debt’ campaign in 2000 on 
behalf of African countries. They may argue for diplomatic support for 
embattled regimes, for example, conservative NGOs in Britain and the 
US in the context of apartheid in South Africa, maintaining that ‘con¬ 
structive engagement’ would be a less violent route to political change 
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than supporting the armed struggle promoted by left-leaning NGOs. 47 
At other times, however, NGOs can be strongly critical of the policies of 
these states, especially in the area of human rights and service delivery to 
the poor. The dominant roles of foreign NGOs in many social services 
sectors during the extended national emergency in Mozambique from 
the mid-1980s into the 1990s was criticized by elements in government 
and by some foreign activists. 48 Nearly two decades later, similar criticisms 
where levelled against foreign NGOs operating in South Sudan, who were 
said by a senior diplomat involved in the process to be more interested 
in securing funding than in addressing the humanitarian concerns of the 
local population. 49 Although it is clear that in many humanitarian disas¬ 
ters the state’s capacity to provide for the local population is extremely 
limited if not non-existent, there is nonetheless a self-serving character to 
some foreign relief organizations which seems (somewhat perversely) to 
thrive on state weakness. 50 

Clustered states, which exhibit elements of institutional states, but are 
more enmeshed in international and global structures, combine con¬ 
ventional use of modern foreign policy tools with a strong disposition 
towards multilateralism. Precisely because these states have voluntarily, 
although partially, pooled their sovereignty and authority in regional and 
sometimes global political frameworks, they are more inclined than mod¬ 
ern states to engage in multilateral foreign policy. This is manifest in how 
they cooperate with other states on a variety of issues, in their frequent 
use of the myriad of global institutions to pursue their goals, and in their 
adherence to international law. Small clustered states are particularly inter¬ 
esting in this context, as the example of the growing involvement of Por¬ 
tugal UN peacekeeping missions since the end of the CW demonstrates. 
Do Ceu Pinto argues convincingly that for a small state like Portugal the 
ability to increase its power is based on developing multilateral relations, 
and participating in a web of international organizations and (in)formal 
structures. In this specific regard, Portuguese policy makers believe these 
activities promote the country’s reputation, but also its specific national 
interests by gaining them bargaining power and demonstrating that Por¬ 
tugal produces - rather than merely consumes - international security. 
Thus, smaller clustered states have an interest in strengthening multilat¬ 
eralism; it reduces the asymmetric relationship with the great powers. In 
addition, it serves to portray a state, like Portugal in this case, as a con¬ 
tributing, for example, a producing member of international society. 51 
Norway’s role in peace processes since the end of the CW - in Israel- 
Palestine, Sri-Lanka, Myanmar — is also revealing in this regard. Ultimately, 
the Norwegian role has not translated into particularly successful peace 
processes, not least in Israel-Palestine and Myanmar, which so far have 
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utterly failed. However, by merely becoming involved in the multilateral 
settings, Norway has managed to achieve some significant goals. These 
included gaining political influence, promoting some of its core values — 
liberal peace - and the type of security Norway stands for and was keen 
to promote in the aftermath of the 9/11/2001 attacks. 52 


The relative autonomy of the state 

As already mentioned, the institutional state derives its autonomy from 
its unique positioning to deal with the exigencies imposed by interna¬ 
tional security competition, its monopoly over the means of violence, its 
ability to conduct surveillance of its citizens and its extractive apparatus, 
for example, system of taxation. It can be expected that foreign policy 
decision making and implementation will reflect these relatively autono¬ 
mous dimensions of the state. The role played by the coercive apparatus - 
military and internal security services — is the chief embodiment of the 
autonomy of the state. The state exhibits autonomy from external and 
internal elements and, also, in the context of foreign policy, a relative 
autonomy from government. This relative autonomy generates tensions 
that are manifested in diverse ways, from innocuous leaks from ‘state’ or 
‘government’ officials, to the most extreme case of government overthrow 
by the state in a military coup. 53 Thus, in the institutional state, foreign 
policy makers are required to manage the tensions generated by domestic 
societal sources, the state’s relative autonomy and inputs from the external 
environment. We return to this theme later in this chapter. 

While institutional states have a sophisticated state apparatus, including 
near monopoly over the means of violence, the state apparatus of quasi¬ 
states is partial at best. Thus, within the quasi-state the state’s relative 
autonomy is related to regimes rather than whole states, which has an 
effect on foreign policy; their autonomy does not necessarily derive from 
the coercive means of violence and extraction. Extraction is derived not 
from a formal taxation system - the administrative apparatus to conduct 
this being too institutionally robust and complex — but rather through 
simpler rent-seeking conduct aimed primarily at foreigners and their 
corporate interests. Thus, the relative autonomy of quasi-states derives 
primarily from the regime’s access to international society, the guarantor 
of the quasi-state. Access to aid and trade rents, and security guaran¬ 
tees from international society allow the regime, via its foreign policy, to 
increase its relative autonomy from societal forces. Hence, the dependence 
of the quasi-state on the external environment for maintaining its rela¬ 
tive autonomy is more pronounced than in the case of an institutional 
state. Its foreign policy does not reflect a balance between response to 
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societal pressure, external inputs and its relative autonomy; more likely, the 
linkage between the regime’s relative autonomy and its dependence on 
access to external resources will override societal pressure. This lengthen¬ 
ing distance between the quasi-state and society can be seen, for instance, 
in the aggressive imposition of harsh structural adjustment programmes 
upon populations by regimes in quasi-states whose primary source of 
legitimacy is derived externally, from the IMF, or the willingness to host 
foreign military forces to serve the regime’s interests. Moreover, reflecting 
regime disengagement from local society, foreign policy becomes devoted 
essentially to managing these relations with external actors with little or 
no regard for the consequences on society as a whole. 

The relative autonomy of clustered states is different again, in that it 
is conditioned by their embedding in international and global political 
institutions. However, unlike quasi-states, which are dependent on these 
political frameworks, clustered states and international/global institutions 
are in a mutually constitutive relationship. Thus, although the quasi-state 
is less independent of external influences than the institutional state, it is 
able to manipulate a position in the external environment that enhances 
its autonomy in relation to societal actors. Examples include the coor¬ 
dinated anti-terrorist legislation following the 9/11 attacks on the US, 
measures to prevent money laundering and the limits imposed on immi¬ 
gration, all means through which clustered states have enhanced relative 
autonomy through embeddedness in international/global political frame¬ 
works. Foreign policy is designed to both enhance the relative autonomy 
of the state from societal actors and shape the external environment such 
that it enhances this relative autonomy of the state. 


The external environment 

Differences in foreign policy tools and the relative autonomy of the state 
have implications for how, analytically, we conceptualize the external 
environment of clustered, institutional and quasi-states. We have discussed 
above that clustered states exhibit a mutually constitutive relationship with 
the external environment. This has important implications for how FPA 
conceives of the relationship between the foreign policy of clustered states 
and the scope and nature of the external environment. We explore this 
question in depth in Chapter 6, which looks at foreign policy and global¬ 
ization. In the meantime, suffice to say that we conceive the foreign policy 
of clustered states and the external environment as mutually constitutive. 

This does not apply to the institutional state. In the effort to maintain 
territorial sovereignty the institutional state is exposed mainly to the inputs 
generated by the external environment and will play an insignificant role 
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in shaping that environment. In other words, the national interest of the 
institutional state, however imperfectly defined, is shaped in the arena of 
the external environment, which, in turn is used by foreign policy to 
achieve specific goals. The institutional state responds to the inputs gen¬ 
erated by socio-economic and military-political international structures, 
and the plurality of non-state actors and forces operating in the system. 54 
Finally, the quasi-state’s foreign policy is aimed neither at changing the 
external environment nor at its own specific environment. The aim of 
quasi-state foreign policy is to uphold the supportive role of the external 
environment in maintaining in place this quasi-state status and survival of 
the regime. 

Conclusion 

This chapter examined the epistemological, ontological, conceptual and 
analytical tensions generated by the lack of a conception of state in FPA. 
We addressed these tensions by reconciling the HS literature on the state, 
and FPA. We identified three state types: institutional, quasi- and clustered. 
We developed these different conceptions of state and examined their 
implications for FPA based on the degree to which they possess material 
statehood, that is, the institutions comprising states and the extent to which 
they have authority over binding rule making and political force. The 
discussion demonstrates that explicit conceptions of state have significant 
implications for key understandings in FPA. The sections in this chapter 
explored the implications of different conceptions of the state for FPA and 
how state-society relations impact on foreign policy. We looked at their 
impact on conceptualizations of the external environment and suggested 
new ways for rethinking how FPA understands why states exploit their 
foreign policy tools. We believe that the discussion in this chapter resolves 
some of the tensions inherent in FPA based on poorly articulated con¬ 
ceptions of the state. We hope that our argument extends the conceptual 
and analytical canvas and allows FPA to account more accurately for why 
different types of states pursue different foreign policies. 
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6 Foreign policy, globalization 
and the study of foreign 
policy analysis 


Introduction 

Although the term ‘globalization’ has been in academic use since the 
1970s, no serious attempts were made to theorize it until the late 1980s. 
These attempts developed into a stimulating debate, comprising what 
Held et al., in their influential work Global Transformations, term globaliza¬ 
tion theory (GT). 1 Examination of what we deem to be the best-known 
works, and most popular forums on globalization, reveals that foreign 
policy 2 - the sum of the external relations undertaken by an indepen¬ 
dent actor (usually a state) as part of IR - is virtually excluded from GT. 3 
Similarly, as discussed in the introduction to this book, GT has usually 
been excluded from the matrix of FPA, which still focuses on state actors, 
whilst largely ignoring private actors, especially translational ones. 4 In our 
view, the mutual exclusion of FPA and GT is problematic. Theoretically, 
FPA scholars could add to our understanding of the construction of glo¬ 
balization as an almost mechanical result of exogenous pressures outside 
of political actors’ control. 5 In addition, insights from FPA — problem rep¬ 
resentation (Sylvan 1998), framing (Mintz and Redd 2003), belief systems 
and studies of small-group dynamics - could help us better to understand 
which role national governments and other actors play in the construc¬ 
tion of the ‘crude “business school’” version of globalization that still 
dominates (Western) governmental discourse. 

Foreign policy is seen usually as the quintessential ‘boundary’ activity, at 
the interface between the domestic and the external spheres. While these 
spheres have never been completely separate, the boundary between them 
seems to have become more porous as a result of globalization - a multi¬ 
dimensional contested process that involves an increasing embedding of political, 
military, economic, social and cultural activities in politically unified (quasi) global 
spheres of activity. There are numerous manifestations of this trend, which 
are pertinent to empirical research. For example, since the end of WWII, 
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states have become gradually more embedded in a plethora of multi¬ 
lateral, global political institutions and military organizations; ‘national’ 
economies increasingly are implanted into global economic arenas such 
as trade and finance. International security, argues Igor Ivanov, based on 
his own experience as Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs, has become 
‘truly indivisible from one country to the next’. 6 From this perspective, 
far from rendering foreign policy obsolete, globalization makes an ever 
greater number of policy fields subject to influence from beyond national 
borders — by International Organizations, NGOs, market forces, terror¬ 
ist groups - thus leading to more trans/international negotiations and 
coordination. 7 Furthermore, the information technology revolution has 
made it very difficult for states to control information. This embedding 
has been forcefully illustrated in the controversy surrounding the dissemi¬ 
nation of hundreds and thousands of classified diplomatic cables on the 
WikiLeaks website and the case of Edward Snowden’s accession to, and 
dissemination of, classified NSA files. 

Throughout this book we have emphasized that foreign policy is an 
activity that has relative autonomy, deriving from the roles of the decision 
makers, bureaucratic politics or the state itself. Arguably, as an activity 
situated on the cusp between the domestic and external environments, 
foreign policy will have a formative effect on the activities occurring 
across the domestic-international-global nexus. In this context, the gap in 
contemporary IR theory, framed by the mutual theoretical and conceptual 
neglect ofFPA and GT, is clearly significant. 

The aim of this chapter is not to try to close this gap, but to achieve the 
more modest aim of deriving from GT a conceptualization of the possible 
role/s that foreign policy plays in the context of globalization. In our view, 
this would seem an essential first step towards facilitating a broader debate 
that brings together GT and FPA. It is to be hoped that such an encounter 
could lead the adherents to both bodies of literature reworking some key 
concepts in light of what we would suggest is the mutually constitutive 
impact of globalization and foreign policy. For example, within FPA the 
literature on decision making and bureaucratic politics assumes, if unwit¬ 
tingly, that the state is a bounded entity. Whilst globalization does not 
entail an unravelling of the state from above, it does suggest, as we shall see, 
that states are pooling their sovereignty and authority to a greater degree 
than before. This means that decision making and bureaucratic politics 
are not merely located at the level of the national executive, but in some 
cases are embedded within global political frameworks. Referring to the 
classifications identified in Chapter 5, we would suggest that quasi- and 
clustered states are more exposed to this dynamic than are institutional 
states. A thorough examination of these implications is beyond the scope 
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of this chapter, but we hope that our conception of the role/s of foreign 
policy in the context of globalization constitutes a concrete contribution 
towards a debate that will engage with these issues. 

The first great debate on globalization: 
implications for foreign policy 

Hyperglobalists vs. global sceptics 

This section explores how the key approaches in GT - hyperglobalist, 
global-sceptic and transformationalist theses - conceptualize the causes, 
timeframe and impact on the state of globalization. 8 This discussion is 
geared towards ascertaining how and to what extent these theses might 
account for foreign policy in conditions of globalization. 

We begin by examining the hyperglobalist thesis. This school of 
thought emerged within a scenario of two processes that seemed to sweep 
the world in the late 1980s and early 1990s: the revolution in information 
technologies, and the triumph of capitalism and a liberal democracy over 
rival political-economic models, for example, Fascism and Communism. 9 
According to the hyperglobalist thesis, the emergence of a single global 
market, above all other factors, propels globalization. Correspondingly, 
globalization is conceived of as ‘a new era in which peoples everywhere 
are increasingly subject to the disciplines of the global market place’. 10 

From this vantage point globalization is seen as having a significant 
impact on the state. John Gray, for instance, contends that as a result of 
globalization ‘nation-states find themselves in an unfamiliar environment 
in which the behaviour of global market forces is decreasingly predict¬ 
able or controllable’. 11 This, he argues, reduces the leverage of sovereign 
nation-states. Other hyperglobalists, such as Kenichi Ohmae, hold even 
more extreme convictions that ‘economic globalization is constructing 
new forms of social organization that are supplanting, or that will eventu¬ 
ally supplant, traditional nation-state as the primary economic and politi¬ 
cal units of world society’. 12 

By inference, the assertions made by the hyperglobalist thesis regarding 
the nature and scope of globalization, its causes and its impact on the state, 
have dramatic implications for foreign policy. Foreign policy, a quintes- 
sentially political activity, is rendered extinguished by technology and the 
emerging single market global economy. In this vein, Ronald Cox has 
argued that the ‘fusion of corporate and state power is the essential defin¬ 
ing feature of US foreign policy’. For the past three decades, Cox con¬ 
tends, US foreign policy has been the extended arm of Wall Street and has 
in its name made use of/encouraged the globalization of accumulation 
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through regulatory norms brought in by the IMF, World Bank (WB), 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) or 
private groups such as credit-rating agencies. Cox focuses on fmancial- 
ization and fmancialization of production, which he argues goes hand in 
hand with a transnational capitalist class. 13 From this perspective, FPA, 
with its emphasis on the relative autonomy of foreign policy, is rendered 
incompatible with the hyperglobalist thesis, which would appear to rein¬ 
force the mutual exclusivity of FPA and GT. 

The controversial arguments of the hyperglobalist thesis generated a 
wave of critical writings. One of the most forceful critiques came from 
what came to be known as the global-sceptic thesis. 14 The global-sceptic 
thesis sets out to critique a key hyperglobalist argument that the post-CW 
world heralded a new epoch in human history driven by the logic of a 
single market global economy and the information technology revolu¬ 
tion. To this end, global sceptics compare economic data from the late 
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, for example, labour mobility across 
the globe, convergence of the world economy around a single currency 
and freedom of trade. Based on this comparison, they conclude that the 
late twentieth century does not represent a fundamentally new era in the 
globalization of the economy. They contend that, in some respects, the late 
nineteenth-century world economy was more globalized than the later 
twentieth-century economy and that the former represented a new epoch 
in terms of the effects generated by new technologies; the inventions of 
the telegraph, the steamboat and steam trains in the late nineteenth cen¬ 
tury are identified as having generated similar if not greater social, eco¬ 
nomic and political effects to those produced by the IT revolution. 

If globalization does not, as the hyperglobalists argue, represent a new 
era, then what does it reflect? Global sceptics contend that the hyperglo¬ 
balist depiction of globalization is a myth designed to advance the institu¬ 
tionalization of the neo-liberal economic project. 15 They argue that this 
has resulted in the discourse surrounding globalization being framed by 
the assumption that the process has inevitable consequences, which states 
ignore at their peril. Global sceptics are especially critical of the hyperglo¬ 
balist argument that the logic of the global single market is dictating the 
winners and losers among states. 

What are the implications of an alternative sceptic account for interna¬ 
tional politics - and particularly foreign policy? Global sceptics argue that 
what hyperglobalists call globalization is in fact an intensified phase in the 
internationalization of the world’s powerful states and their economies. 
Internationalization, like globalization, refers to a growing interdepen¬ 
dence between states, but internationalization assumes states continue to 
be discrete national units with clearly demarcated and mutually exclusive 
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borders of violence. 16 Borders of violence means that borders are not 
merely administrative divisions, but boundaries across which conflict may 
emerge. Through this prism, the state is conceived as entirely otherwise 
than in retreat. It is states, particularly the most powerful states, that define 
the scope and nature of globalization, rather than vice versa. In fact, the 
sceptics argue that contemporary internationalization reflects the political 
distribution of power among stronger and weaker states. 

Conceptualizing the post-CW era as a form of internationalization 
rather than globalization entails a different notion of foreign policy than 
the hyperglobalist thesis. In contrast to the hyperglobalist account, foreign 
policy is not extinguished by the uncontrolled economic-technological 
forces driving globalization. Instead, by dint of its being a key state activ¬ 
ity, foreign policy is at the heart of an essentially state-driven process of 
internationalization. Within this framework FPA would play a central 
role in explaining how foreign policy making and its implementation 
affect contemporary internationalization. 

At first glance, this idea might seem compelling. However, the global- 
sceptic account exhibits a number of weaknesses that would seem to under¬ 
mine its core argument. First, the contention that in terms of the global 
economy and technological innovation the late nineteenth and late twen¬ 
tieth centuries are fundamentally similar, is predicated on an extreme 
Eurocentric view. For the global south, these periods are not comparable. 
In the late nineteenth century, much of the global south was under Euro¬ 
pean domination. However, since the end of the CW countries compris¬ 
ing the global south, for example, India, have become formidable players 
in the world economy and international politics. Thus, the claim that for 
countries in the global south the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries 
represent a somewhat similar situation is completely flawed. 

Second, the global-sceptic account would seem to understate the 
degree to which the transnational environment surrounding states has 
become denser and more complex. The scope and nature of non-state 
actors - from NGOs and MNCs, to terrorist groups, diasporas and the 
environment, to global markets - presents to states an unprecedentedly 
dense and complex environment. 17 The global-sceptic account, how¬ 
ever, underestimates this shift, providing an inaccurate conception of 
globalization, its causes and the possible implications for foreign policy. 
It does not seem useful, therefore, for FPA to adopt global-sceptic prop¬ 
ositions as the basis for an examination of foreign policy in conditions 
of globalization/internationalization. Adopting a sceptic position could 
result in FPA, similar to the global-sceptic account, adopting an essen¬ 
tially Eurocentric view and understating recent changes in the transna¬ 
tional environment. 
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The transformationalist thesis: towards a third way? 

The views within the global-sceptic thesis have prompted students of 
globalization to revisit the debate, resulting in a third strand focused on 
the first great debate in globalization: the transformationalist thesis. The 
transformationalist thesis critically scrutinizes the debate between the 
hyperglobalists and global sceptics on globalization, its causes and impact. 
As we mentioned in the introduction to this book, by the end of the 
1990s, this scrutiny had defined the contours of the first great debate on 
globalization and placed the transformationalist thesis at the forefront of 
what emerged as GT. 18 There are three claims underpinning the transfor¬ 
mationalist account which are pertinent to the discussion here. We exam¬ 
ine each in turn to clarify their implications for the activity of foreign 
policy in conditions of globalization. 

The transformationalist thesis challenges the view that globalization is 
an economics-driven process and proposes instead that it is driven by a 
fundamental shift in the spatio-temporal constitution of human societies. 
For example, Held et al. define globalization as 

a process (or set of processes) which embodies a transformation in 
the spatial organisation of social relations and transactions - assessed 
in terms of their extensity, intensity, velocity and impact — generating 
transcontinental or interregional flows and networks of activity, inter¬ 
action and the exercise of power. 19 

Scholte, in turn, perceives globalization as ‘deterritorialization’, or the 
growth of ‘supraterritorial’ relations among people. 20 Scholte emphasizes 
that globalization ‘refers to a far-reaching change in the nature of social 
space’. 21 As noted earlier with reference to Rosenberg’s work, transfor¬ 
mationalists argue that the shift in the organization of time and space 
has been so profound that it has revealed a retrospective and basic lacuna 
in the classical, territorially grounded tradition of social theory, which 
requires a new, post-classical social theory to be developed, in which the 
categories of space and time assume central, explanatory roles. 22 

Based on this spatio-temporal conception of globalization and its causes, 
the transformationalist thesis provides an account of the impact of global¬ 
ization on the state. Transformationalists stress the changes prompted by 
globalization, but recognize the state’s capacity to adapt in the face of these 
changes and do not foresee a disappearance of the state from the various 
global arenas in which it operates. They emphasize also that, although 
not entirely controlled, globalization is strongly politicized and is state 
regulated. 23 Transformationalists prefer to discuss the trends generated by 
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globalization in terms of a transformation of the state such that its ‘pow¬ 
ers, roles and functions are rearticulated, reconstituted and re-embedded 
at the intersection of globalizing and regionalizing networks and sys¬ 
tems’. 24 As James Rosenau puts it, in GT it is now accepted that the 
diversification and ‘proliferation of authorities’ has not led to a general 
retreat of state authority, but rather to its manifold reconfiguration. 25 
Thus, they do not support the imminent demise of the state suggested 
by the hyperglobalists. Nor do they accept the global-sceptic view that 
the role of states in the global arena has remained essentially unchanged. 
Rather, the transformationalist thesis suggests that, in reorganizing time 
and space, globalization is redefining the territorial basis underpinning 
the political order of the sovereign nation-state, and its correspond¬ 
ing Westphalian international order, compelling states to transform and 
adapt. 26 In this regard, Camino Kavanagh makes an interesting point 
with respect to the relationship between cybersecurity, sovereignty, and 
US foreign policy. He convincingly argues that the oft-made premise 
of new technology rendering the nation-state obsolete did not become 
true despite it giving a powerful platform to some non-state organi¬ 
zations and individuals. In fact, it has given the state a new domain 
in which to excercise and expand power. State sovereignty, while far 
from undermined, today boasts a more porous character reminiscent of 
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, when states were ‘certainly the 
most powerful actors on the international stage but not the only actors 
with influence’. 27 

Although the transformationalist account of the impact of globaliza¬ 
tion on the state is more nuanced than the hyperglobalist and global- 
sceptic theses, it does not help to explain foreign policy in conditions of 
globalization. The problem lies in the fact that similar to the hyperglobal¬ 
ist thesis, the transformationalist approach conceives of the state as exter¬ 
nal and counter-positioned to contemporary globalization. Also, foreign 
policy, as a key state activity and as a major embodiment of the state in 
the global arena, is rendered external and counterpoised to globalization. 
Furthermore, the ontological primacy that the transformationalist thesis 
attributes to time and space renders foreign policy subordinated in some 
essential way to the logic prescribed by the spatio-temporal processes 
driving globalization. In ontological terms, this formulation is problem¬ 
atic: it implies that most government political action not aimed at harness¬ 
ing globalization is doomed to fail. It suggests also that traditional foreign 
policy, which tends to assume the primacy of the political, is subsumed by 
spatio-temporal processes and is barely relevant. Hence, the transforma¬ 
tionalist thesis is somewhat fatalistic about the prospects for the political 
management of globalization and underestimates the degree of choice 
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open to governments. 28 It follows from this that, viewed through the 
transformationalist prism, foreign policy and the study of FPA have virtu¬ 
ally no role in the debate over globalization. 

This perception is reinforced by how the transformationalist thesis 
conceives of the relationship between globalization and international 
politics - understood as the interactions among state actors, across state 
boundaries, which have a specific political content and character. The 
transformationalist thesis converges around the assumption that, at some 
historical junctures, most notably the late nineteenth century, globaliza¬ 
tion and international politics were mutually constitutive. For instance, 
Held et al. argue that the rapidly developing empires of Britain and of 
other European states were ‘the most powerful agents of globalization’. 29 
However, the transformationalist thesis suggests that international politics 
and globalization after the age of empire are at odds because the eco¬ 
nomic and spatio-temporal transformations generated by globalization 
corrode the contemporary territorial-based international system of states. 
Thus, Rosenau argues that globalization ‘allows peoples, information, 
norms, practices, and institutions, to move about oblivious to or despite 
boundaries’. 30 The transformationalists argue further that contemporary 
‘non-territorial globalization generates a transformation that is replacing 
the Westphalian international order with a multi-layered system of global 
governance in which sub-state, inter-state, supra-state and private gover¬ 
nance bodies operate simultaneously, beyond the confines of states’. 31 In 
these accounts, international politics (after the age of empire), predicated 
on the territorially based international system of states, is subsumed by 
non-territorial globalization. Foreign policy, a constitutive element within 
international politics, is perceived in similar terms. 


A mutually constitutive thesis of globalization: 
implications for foreign policy 

So far, the first great debate on globalization does not seem to contribute 
to the conceptualization of the possible role/s of foreign policy in the 
context of globalization. The hyperglobalist thesis implies that foreign 
policy is extinguished by economic and technological forces. The trans¬ 
formationalist thesis suggests that the state - and by extension foreign 
policy - is compelled to change according to the logic prescribed by a 
radical transformation in the organization of time and space. If global¬ 
ization were to be understood as generating these types of conditions, 
it would be conceived as rendering foreign policy insignificant, leav¬ 
ing little room for FPA to contribute to our understanding of global 
processes. 32 
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We reject this suggestion. In the remainder of this chapter, we rehearse 
an argument that should constitute a fourth thesis of globalization: the 
mutually constitutive thesis. This thesis builds on the body of knowledge 
drawn on in Chapter 5 to develop the notion of the ‘clustered state’. Based 
on a three-pronged critique of the hyperglobalist and transformational¬ 
ist theses, we argue that this literature constitutes the foundation for a 
mutually constitutive thesis of globalization. We explain this thesis with 
the aim of deriving the possible role/s of foreign policy in the context of 
globalization. 

A first critique is that the transformationalist and hyperglobalist the¬ 
ses attribute ontological primacy to spatio-temporal and to economic 
elements respectively, in conceptualizing globalization and its causes. 
In contrast, a neo-Weberian view of the mutually constitutive thesis is 
not concerned with establishing ontological primacy, but considers glo¬ 
balization as a multi-centric, multidimensional and dialectical process 
constituted by political and military factors alongside other elements - 
economic, technological, ecological, social, etc. A neo-Weberian ontol¬ 
ogy, by denying primacy to any one element, allows foreign policy to be 
conceived as one among several constituents of globalization. 33 

A second criticism concerns the conceptualization of the relationship 
between globalization and the state. Hyperglobalists see globalization ren¬ 
dering the state increasingly irrelevant, whilst transformationalists take 
the more moderate view that globalization compels states to transform. 
Thus, the hyperglobalist and transformationalist theses converge around 
the assumption that the state is external and counter-positioned to con¬ 
temporary globalization. This conceptualization is rejected by the mutu¬ 
ally constitutive thesis. Shaw, for instance, argues that ‘globalization does 
not undermine the state but includes the transformation of state forms. 
It is both predicated on and produces such transformations’. 34 This claim 
encapsulates the perception of globalization-state relations in the mutu¬ 
ally constitutive thesis of globalization. It considers that globalization is 
both predicated on and produces transformations within the state, in a 
relationship that renders the two mutually constitutive. 35 

This conceptualization is pertinent to our discussion because most 
accounts of foreign policy recognize that it is driven centrally by the 
state. 36 Correspondingly, if the relationship between globalization and the 
state is mutually constitutive, then foreign policy and globalization are also 
mutually constitutive. As an embodiment of state activity, foreign policy can 
be conceived as a key site of states’ political actions whilst responding to 
the challenges and opportunities presented by globalization. 

Israel and Egypt offer interesting examples of how states might make 
use of foreign policy in the context of globalization. Both states carried 



116 Globalization and the study of FPA 

out a dramatic shift in their traditional foreign policy, pardy with the aim 
of using the shift to embed their countries’ national economies in global 
spheres of activities. In the case of Egypt, the decision to sign and main¬ 
tain its 1979 peace agreement with Israel, ending three decades of hostility 
and five wars, was inextricably linked to the aim of opening up Egypt’s 
economy through the infitali reforms. Since then, Egypt’s economy has 
relied more than in the past on foreign sources of income, for instance, 
US and foreign aid, tourism and growing levels of foreign direct invest¬ 
ment, which has had significant bearing on its foreign policy. The more 
reliant the Egyptian economy is on these external sources of revenue, the 
greater is the economic imperative to keep the peace agreement it signed 
with Israel in 1979. This issue was strongly reflected in Egypt’s consistent 
foreign policy stance towards Israel in the wake of the internal political 
instability, the country has experienced in the context of the 2011 Arab 
uprisings. A broad coalition brought about the ousting of former Presi¬ 
dent Hosni Mubarak. Subsequently, a candidate fielded by the Muslim 
Brotherhood, Mouhamad Moursi, was democratically elected as President 
but was ousted by a military coup on 3 July 2012. Since then, former 
Head of the Egyptian Army and Minister of Defence, Mr. Abdel Fatah 
Al-Sissi, has consolidated his position as the President of Egypt. Not¬ 
withstanding the internal political turbulence, the economic imperative 
dictated that Egypt’s Peace Treaty with Israel remained intact. 

Israel’s decision to engage in the Oslo Process with the Palestine Lib¬ 
eration Organization, after three decades of mutual negation, exhibits a 
similar logic. Initiating the peace process was inextricably linked with 
embedding the Israeli economy in global spheres of activity, particularly 
in creating the political conditions that allowed Israeli companies to pen¬ 
etrate emerging markets in Asia. 37 

Two decades later, despite the peace process with the Palestinians being 
all but frozen, Israel has developed significant ties with China and India. 
Thus, since the diplomatic relations between India and Israel were estab¬ 
lished in 1992, trade has risen from $200 million to over $4.5 billion by 
2014. 38 Other areas of cooperation between the two countries include 
agriculture, science and technology, education and defence. India imports 
critical defence technologies from Israel. There are regular exchanges 
between the armed forces. 39 As for China, though the initial figures were 
quite modest, due to the constant and rapid growth in trade throughout 
the years, the bilateral trade between the two countries has reached close 
to $4 billion in 2014. 411 In light of the economic and trade developments, 
China was defined by the Israeli Ministry of Industry, Trade and Labor as 
an “Israeli Export Target Country”. The main goal of this programme is 
to encourage Israeli exports, especially in the fields of telecommunication 



Globalization and the study of FPA 117 

and high-tech, agro-technology, security, environment and infrastruc¬ 
tures to the Chinese market. Each year, business delegations in various 
fields are conducted to different provinces to expose the local industries 
to Israeli companies in their field. Delegations were already successfully 
conducted in provinces such as Guangdong, Sichuan, Yunnan, Hainan and 
Heilongjiang. 41 

The third critique within the mutually constitutive approach of the 
hyperglobalist and transformationalist theses relates to their conceptualiza¬ 
tion of the relationship between international politics and globalization. 
As noted above, the hyperglobalist and transformationalist theses concede 
that during the age of empire, globalization and international politics were 
mutually constitutive. However, the advent of non-territorial globaliza¬ 
tion counter-positions these elements. The mutually constitutive thesis of 
globalization proposes a different way to understand the interrelationship 
between globalization and international politics. Namely, since the age of 
empire, 42 to the CW, to the global war on terror, 43 international politics 
has had a dialectical effect of contributing simultaneously to globalization 
and fragmentation. Since the hyperglobalist and transformationalist theses 
focus on the fragmenting effects generated by international politics, we 
would highlight their constitutive role in globalization and the place of 
foreign policy in this process. We focus on the CW, because therein lie 
the sources of contemporary globalization and within it the formative 
role of foreign policy. 

In Chapter 5, we suggested that the intra-systemic dynamics underpin¬ 
ning the CW gave birth to a political, military, economic and legal institu¬ 
tional framework that underpins the West. This institutional agglomeration 
constitutes what we term a ‘global cluster’. States comprising the group¬ 
ing are described as clustered states. The emergence of the global cluster 
and the political-military forces driving this process are at the heart of 
our account of how international politics and globalization are mutually 
constitutive, especially in terms of explaining the shift from internation¬ 
alization to globalization. 

As already described, internationalization presumes that while social 
relations expand states remain discrete national units within clearly demar¬ 
cated and mutually exclusive borders of violence. In these terms, the notion 
of internationalization espouses the effects generated by the expansion of 
social relations to the global scale during the consolidation of European 
empires. This period, as already noted, witnessed an expansion in social 
relations such that hyperglobalists and transformationalists consider it the 
starting point of contemporary, non-territorial globalization. 

The mutually constitutive thesis of globalization emphasizes political- 
militarist processes and challenges the view that the age of empire was a 
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form of non-territorial globalization. As Mann and others observe, the 
process of imperial consolidation was accompanied by the naturalization 
of civil societies into nation-states,‘caged by state sovereignty and bound¬ 
aries’. Correspondingly, an inter-imperial order emerged in which each 
European nation-state empire was itself a world order exhibiting its own 
authority structure, trade regime, dominant language and culture. 44 Thus, 
the hyperglobalists and transformationalists might argue that during the 
consolidation of empires, social relations might have become global. How¬ 
ever, as ‘caged’, ‘border-power-containing’, nation-state-empire forms, 
operating within an inter-imperial order, states remained discrete, bor¬ 
dered national units. This means that the expansion of social relations dur¬ 
ing the age of empire could not have been more than internationalization. 

For globalization to emerge a change in the political structure of social 
relations was required. Such a shift entails erosion of the national discrete¬ 
ness of states separated by the demarcated and mutually exclusive borders 
of violence that characterized the nation—state—empire form and its cor¬ 
responding international order. The gradual replacement of the inter-state 
imperial order by the global cluster generated that eroding effect. The 
emergence of this institutional framework prompted states voluntarily — if 
partially - to pool their sovereignty and use political force, at least in the 
external sphere, to form a raft of international political and military institu¬ 
tions. This worked to eliminate the borders of violence between states and 
prompted a pooling and coordination of authority and the use of politi¬ 
cal force in a range of international institutions. So much so, that states 
engaged in what Ikenberry and Deudney refer to as ‘security co-binding’ 
or an ‘attempt to tie one another down by locking each other into institu¬ 
tions that mutually constrain one another’. 45 In the process of this erosion 
of state boundaries, states were ‘uncaged’ (to paraphrase Mann), and driven 
to reducing the ‘statization’ of their economies, societies and cultures. 

As a result of the changing international political structure, the expan¬ 
sion of social relations to a global scale through the activities of private, 
sub-state and supra-state entities was taking place within an altered inter¬ 
national political context. The previous borders of violence between 
component states were eliminated, a raft of international politically inte¬ 
grated institutions was established, and an interlocking geopolitical and 
economic context bound a core group of capitalist liberal-democratic 
states. Under these conditions, and unlike the period of imperial con¬ 
solidation, the expansion of social relations was not conditioned by a 
politically fragmented, international political framework. Instead, social 
relations expanded within a politically unified sphere generated by the 
global cluster of states. The term ‘unified political sphere’ does not suggest 
that this realm was free of political pressure. For instance, the fact that a 
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plurality of states comprised this sphere generated some frictions. Differ¬ 
ences in the West over the US war with Vietnam and its involvement in 
the 1973 Arab-Israeli war are two examples. 

However, the global cluster is generally regarded as being politically 
unified given the pooling of sovereignty, the elimination of borders of 
violence and the instatement of a global layer of international institu¬ 
tions. It is against this political-military backdrop that the key finding of 
the transformationalist thesis - that the extensity, intensity and impact of 
globalization increased since the end of WWII - needs to be understood. 
This expansion of social relations within an altered political space created 
the conditions for the rise of contemporary globalization. 46 

Within this view, the rise of contemporary globalization takes on a 
different character to that depicted by the hyperglobalist and transforma¬ 
tionalist theses. Spatio-temporal and economic-technological processes 
are not the key driving forces of the rise of contemporary globalization. 
It is the politico-military processes underpinning the emergence of the 
global cluster that lie at the heart of contemporary processes of globaliza¬ 
tion. In this account the significance of foreign policy is its contribution 
to defining the interface between international politics and globalization. 
A core group of liberal, capitalist and democratic states lies at the heart of 
the global cluster. As Mann and others argue, these states were united in 
terms of their global interests, and similar in terms of their capitalist and 
nation-state structures, and their trade and investment with each other 
dominated the world economy, all of which created a broad consensual 
foundation for negotiations over international arrangements. 

Under the pretext of modernization and development and, later, pro¬ 
motion of democracy, Western states used foreign policy to produce and 
sustain liberal spaces. 47 Liberal space meant expanding economic and to a 
lesser extent political liberalism, with the purpose of creating democratic 
subjects, and institutions to administer them. In this respect, foreign policy 
convergence within the core of the global cluster, around maintaining 
political-military pooling and expansion of liberal spaces, provided the 
necessary political-military conditions to sustain the global cluster and 
the resultant rise of contemporary globalization. By the same logic, con¬ 
temporary globalization reinforces the foreign policy stance of political- 
military integration within the West and the expansion of liberal spaces. 


Conclusion 

This chapter examined globalization theory in terms of the role/s of for¬ 
eign policy in the context of globalization. The key theses comprising 
the first great debate on globalization are unhelpful. The assumption in 
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the global-sceptic account that contemporary globalization is merely an 
advanced form of internationalization suffers from a Eurocentric bias 
and also understates the density and complexity of the global environ¬ 
ment in the first decade of the twenty-first century. The hyperglobalist 
and transformationalist theses of globalization are similarly not helpful. 
They render foreign policy respectively as insignificant or subordinated to 
the economic-technological and spatio-temporal forces they identify as 
underpinning globalization. Foreign policy, essentially a political activity, 
is rendered insignificant. Since it affords almost no significance to foreign 
policy in the context of globalization, GT in its current form leaves litde 
room for FPA to contribute to our understanding of global processes and 
the role/s foreign policy might play in them. 

Our proposed mutually constitutive thesis of globalization, on the 
other hand, opens a new agenda for foreign policy, globalization and the 
study of FPA. We do not conceive economic-technological or spatio- 
temporal forces as key factors prompting the rise of globalization. In 
fact, our approach is predicated on the assumption that it is unhelpful 
to assign ontological primacy to any one factor. Instead, we employed 
a neo-Weberian ontology, stressing the plurality of factors constituting 
globalization. Through this prism, we conceive of the causes and impact 
of globalization somewhat differently from how the hyperglobalists and 
transformationalists envisage this phenomenon. Globalization, the state, 
and by extension foreign policy, are not counter-positioned. Rather, there 
is mutually constitutive relationship between globalization, the state and 
foreign policy. In addition, the expansion of social relations alone does not 
account for the rise of contemporary globalization and its impact. Rather, 
it is the convergence between the expansion of social relations - economic, 
cultural technological - and the consolidation of a politically unified 
global cluster during the CW that gives rise to contemporary globaliza¬ 
tion and its impact. In other words, the expansion of social relations has 
to be accompanied by a change in the political structure of social relations 
for globalization to emerge. 

From this vantage point, foreign policy appears to have two forma¬ 
tive roles in the context of globalization. First, as the cases of Egypt and 
Israel strongly demonstrate, it constitutes a key site for political action 
states might use to seize the opportunities and meet the challenges posed 
by globalization. Second, as a formative activity of international politics, 
it shapes the interface between international politics and globalization. 
We have shown that the core liberal states comprising the global cluster 
pursued a coherent and consistent foreign policy stance that proved cru¬ 
cial in creating the conditions sustaining the global cluster and enabling 
the rise of contemporary globalization and its liberal-capitalist imprint. 
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Admittedly, an examination of how foreign policy impacted on globaliza¬ 
tion in the context of the global war on terror might show that it gener¬ 
ated a rather different effect. Nevertheless, we hope we have conveyed 
that ignoring foreign policy results in partial accounts of how globaliza¬ 
tion and international politics interact. 

In placing foreign policy at the core of the production and reproduc¬ 
tion of contemporary globalization, the mutually constitutive thesis of 
globalization has key implications for FPA. Through this prism, globaliza¬ 
tion emerges as a process that involves a much greater degree of human 
agency than the alternative theses of globalization would acknowledge. 
With human agency afforded a greater role in globalization, employing 
FPA and its insights on the processes of decision making would enhance 
our understanding of the causes and impact of globalization. 

The mutually constitutive thesis of globalization also has a conceptual 
implication for FPA. Several notions in FPA — from decision making, 
through bureaucratic politics, to notions of the external environment — 
are informed (if implicitly) by the assumption that the state is a bounded 
entity. Of course, as Chapters 4 and 5 show, FPA sees the boundary 
between the domestic and external environments as porous, but the state 
is conceived of as a bounded actor, which as this chapter has demon¬ 
strated, is far from the case. The elimination of borders of violence within 
the global cluster, the pooling of sovereignty and authority, and the cre¬ 
ation of a global layer of state institutions suggest that states affected by 
globalization are becoming increasingly embedded in global spheres of 
activities. Arguably, this constitutes a context different from that obtain¬ 
ing when the core areas of FPA investigation were formulated during the 
CW. Therefore, FPA should reconsider some of its key conceptions and 
adapt them to an environment affected by the conditions of globalization. 
Lastly, FPA has much to contribute to the empirical study of foreign pol¬ 
icy in the context of globalization as articulated by the mutual constitu¬ 
tive thesis. This research agenda could include such themes as the impact 
of globalization on the foreign policy of particular states, how states use 
foreign policy as a political site of action to capture the opportunities and 
seize the challenges globalization presents, and the role of foreign policy 
in shaping the scope and nature of globalization, and the discourse sur¬ 
rounding this phenomenon. 

Notes 

1 David Held, Anthony G. McGrew, David Goldblatt and Jonathan Perraton, Global 
Transformations: Politics, Economics, Culture, Cambridge: Polity Press, 1999. 

2 For this definition, see Christopher Hill, The Changing Politics of Foreign Policy, 
Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2003, p. 3. 



122 Globalization and the study ofFPA 

3 An examination of the index entries in several works reveals that foreign policy 
does not appear, for example, Held et al., Global Transformations; David Held and 
Anthony G. McGrew (eds.), The Global Transformations Reader, Cambridge: Polity 
Press, 2003; Jan Aart Scholte, Globalization: A Critical Introduction, London: Pal- 
grave, 2003; Jan Aart Scholte and Ronald Robertson, Encyclopedia of Globalization, 
New York: Routledge, 2007. See also recent forums on GT in International Politics, 
2005, vol. 42, no. 3, pp. 364—99, and International Political Sociology, 2009, vol. 31, 
no. l,pp. 109—28. 

4 Rainer Baumann and Frank A. Stengel, ‘Foreign policy analysis, globalization and 
non-state actors: State-centric after all V, Journal of International Relations and Devel¬ 
opment, 2014, vol. 17, no. 4, pp. 489—521. 

5 Ibid., p. 201. 

6 I. Ivanov, ‘Globalization and the quest for a “smart” foreign policy’, The Chinese 
Journal of International Politics, vol. 6, pp. 49—57. 

7 Bauman and Stengel,‘Foreign policy analysis’, p. 514. 

8 For a classification of GT in these approaches, see Held et al., Global Transforma¬ 
tions, pp. 1—29. We focus on the state because foreign policy is usually deemed a 
key state activity. Thus, the impacts of globalization on the state might be seen as 
similarly influencing foreign policy. 

9 Two good examples representing and enhancing this perception are Thomas L. 
Friedman, The World is Flat: A Brief History of the Globalized World in the 21st Cen¬ 
tury, London: Allen Lane, 2005; Francis Fukuyama, The End of History and the Last 
Man, London: Penguin, 1993. 

10 Held et al., Global Transformations, p. 2. 

11 fohn Gray, False Dawn: The Delusions of Global Capitalism, London: Granta Books, 
1998, p. 70. 

12 Held et al., Global Transformations, p. 3. 

13 Ronald W. Cox, Corporate Power and Globalization in US Foreign Policy, Abingdon: 
Routledge, 2012, p. 1. 

14 The key global-sceptic text is Paul Hirst and Graham Thompson, Globalization in 
Question, Cambridge: Polity, 2009. 

15 Hirst and Thompson, Globalization in Question, pp. 6—7. 

16 For this notion of internationalization see Anthony G. McGrew, ‘Globalization and 
global politics’, in John Baylis and Steve Smith (eds.) The Globalization of World 
Politics, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005, p. 24. 

17 Held et al. substantiate this claim empirically in their ground-breaking Global 
Transformations. Also on this point, see Jan Aart Scholte, ‘Premature obituaries: A 
response to Justin Rosenberg’, International Politics, 2005, vol. 42, no. 3,pp. 390—9. 
For an overview of the challenges and opportunities non-state actors create in 
world politics, see William Wallace and Daphne Josselin (eds.), Non-State Actors in 
World Politics, London: Palgrave, 2002. 

18 On the significance of Held et al.’s Global Transformations, work in the context of 
GT, see Joseph S. Nye and Robert O. Keohane, ‘Globalization: What’s new? What’s 
not? (And so what?)’, Foreign Policy, 2000, vol. 118, no. 1, pp. 104—20; for the main 
proponents of the transformationalist thesis, see Anthony Giddens, The Consequences 
of Modernity, Cambridge: Polity Press, 1991; Anthony Giddens, Runaway World, 
London: Profile Books, 1999; James Rosenau, Along the Domestic — Foreign Frontier, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997; Scholte, Globalization: A Critical 
Introduction. 



Globalization and the study ofFPA 123 

19 Held et al., Global Transformations, p. 16. 

20 Scholte, Globalization: A Critical Introduction, p. 46. 

21 Ibid. 

22 Justin Rosenberg, ‘Globalisation theory: A post mortem’, International Politics, 
2005, vol. 42, no. 3, p. 2. 

23 Held et al., Global Transformations, p. 437. 

24 Ibid., p. 440. 

25 James Rosenau,‘Global governance or global governances?’, in J. Whitman (ed.) 
Global Governance, Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2009, p. 2. 

26 Ibid. In similar vein, Scholte argues that globalization has ‘reconstructed the state’. 
Scholte, Globalization: A Critical Introduction, pp. 192—214. 

27 Camino Kavanagh, ‘Cybersecurity, sovereignty, and U.S. foreign policy’, American 
Foreign Policy Interests, 2015, vol. 37, no. 2, pp. 100—12. 

28 We draw partly on the argument in Hill, The Changing Politics of Foreign Policy, 
pp. 190-1. 

29 Held et al., Global Transformations, p. 41. 

30 Rosenau,‘Global governance or global governances?’, p. 52. 

31 Held et al., Global Transformations, p. 43; Rosenau, ‘Global governance or global 
governances?’, pp. 81— 2; Scholte, Globalization: A Critical Introduction, ip. 46. 

32 We draw on the literature presented in the previous chapter. See Chapter 5, note 35. 

33 On the ontological primacy GT attributes to spatio-temporal and economic ele¬ 
ments at the expense of other factors, specifically military and political, see Tarak 
Barkawi, ‘Connection and constitution: Locating war and culture in globalization 
studies’, Globalizations, 2004, vol. 1, no. 2, pp. 155—70; Martin Shaw, ‘The state 
of globalization: Towards a theory of state transformation’, Review of International 
Political Economy, vol. 4, no. 3, 1997, p. 509; Michael Mann, ‘Has globalization 
ended the rise and rise of the nation-state?’, Review of International Political Economy, 
vol. 4, no. 3,1997, p. 493. 

34 Shaw,‘The state of globalization’, p. 498. 

35 See also Ian Clark, Globalization and International Relations Theory, Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1999, p. 52; Mann,‘Has globalization ended the rise and rise of 
the nation-state?’, p. 474. 

36 Examples included in Brian White, ‘Analysing foreign policy problems and 
approaches’, in Michael Clarke and Brian White (eds.) Understanding Foreign 
Policy, Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 1989, p. 3; Walter Carlsnaes, Ideology and 
Foreign Policy: Problems of Comparative Conceptualization, Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 
1986, p. 70. 

37 On Egypt, see Raymond Hinnebusch, ‘The foreign policy of Egypt’, in Raymond 
Hinnebusch and Anoushiravan Ehteshami (eds.) The Foreign Policies of Middle East 
States, London: Lynne Rienner, 2002, pp. 91—115; on Israel, see Amnon Aran, 
IsraeVs Foreign Policy towards the PLO: The Impact of Globalization, Sussex: Sussex 
Academic Press, 2009. 

38 Bilateral Trade Relations, Embassy of India in Tel-Aviv, www.indembassy.co.il/ 
pages.php?id—14#. VtCGfvmLSUk, accessed 26 February 2016. 

39 State of Israel, Ministry of Economy, http://itrade. gov.il/india/israel-india-2/, accessed 
11 November 2015. 

40 The Year of the Dragon: Israel Enjoys Record Trade with China, Haaretz, 22 March 
2015, www.haaretz.com/israel-news/business/.premium-1.648054, accessed 
26 February 2016. 



124 Globalization and the study ofFPA 

41 State of Israel, Ministry of Economy, http://itrade.gov.il/china-en/bilateral-trade- 
review/, accessed 11 November 2015. 

42 For a recent account linking empire-consolidation and globalization, see Tarak 
Barkawi, Globalization and War, Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2006, 
pp. 27-90. 

43 On globalization in the context of the global war on terror see, Robert O. Keo- 
hane, ‘The globalization of informal violence, theories of world politics, and the 
liberalism of fear’, in Robert O. Keohane (ed.) Power and Governance in a Partially 
Globalized World, London: Routledge, 2002, pp. 272—84. 

44 There is an immense literature that accounts for the consolidation of nation¬ 
state empires and the international order they generated in the manner described 
above. See, for example, Michael Mann, The Sources of Social Power: The Rise of 
Classes and Nation-States, 1760—1914, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1993, p. 504; Phillip Bobit, The Shield of Achilles, New York: Anchor Books, 2003, 
pp. 144—205; Martin Shaw, Theory of the Global State: Globalization as an Unfinished 
Revolution, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001, p. 104. 

45 Daniel Deudney and G. John Ikenberry,‘The nature and sources of liberal interna¬ 
tional order’, Review of International Studies, 1999, vol. 25, p. 182. 

46 Michael Mann, ‘As the twentieth century ages’, New Left Review, 1995, vol. 214 
(Nov.-Dee.), pp. 104-24. 

47 On the role of foreign policy in the construction of liberal spaces, see Tarak 
Barkawi and Mark Laffey, ‘The imperial peace: Democracy force and globaliza¬ 
tion’, European fournal of International Relations, 1999, vol. 5, no. 4, pp. 403—34 (esp. 
pp. 419-23). 



7 Foreign policy and change 


Introduction 

Change is a neglected aspect of the study of foreign policy. Similar to the 
field of IR, which famously was not able to account for the rapid events 
that precipitated the ending of the CW in 1989, FPA tells us little about 
the sources and conditions that give rise to significant alteration to state 
foreign policy. This shortcoming is highlighted by Charles Hermann in 
his call for a greater integration of‘change and dynamics in theories of 
foreign policy’, 1 and despite a few theoretical developments since then, 
this statement, by and large, still holds. This failure to fully address and 
incorporate change into FPA is important and, amongst other things, 
undermines the disciplinary claims that FPA enables deeper interpretation 
of international politics through its focus on the foreign policy process. 

The relatively static depiction of foreign policy in much FPA in part is 
a reflection of the field’s primary concern for decision making as process. 
The state and its foreign policy institutions are seen by academics essentially 
as given and timeless, subject to no more than incremental change. The 
only areas of FPA scholarship that, at least notionally, recognize that these 
conditions do not always hold are those concerned with the impact of crisis 
conditions on foreign policy decision making. These works tend to assume 
(notwithstanding US Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara’s comments 
that all foreign policy is crisis management), however, that with the rever¬ 
sion to ‘normalcy’, established procedures and their concomitant structures 
reassert their places in the foreign policy process. 2 In related fields, such as 
political science and international political economy, which address aspects 
of foreign policy change, foreign policy is not necessarily seen by those 
outside IR as being tied to FPA, while FPA practitioners are not aware of 
the work on foreign policy change beyond their narrow disciplinary ambit. 

Debates about FPA and change notwithstanding, examinations of for¬ 
eign policy change inevitably bring notions of national identity and role 
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conception into sharper focus. This provides a window on the motiva¬ 
tions behind foreign policy change and its links to regime transitions and 
contested leadership that inspire elite strategies aimed at using diplomacy 
to enhance legitimacy at home and abroad. Recognizing and integrat¬ 
ing the insights derived from these various sources is crucial for a fuller 
understanding of the process of change and its impact on foreign policy. 

The individual and change in foreign policy 

There have been several definitions proposed for the notion of change 
in relation to foreign policy. In general, foreign policy change comprises 
two main types of change: tactical and strategic. Tactical change in state 
foreign policy - what Hermann describes as adjustment and programme 
change - constitutes shifts within the established framework of policies that 
focus mostly on methods and instruments. Strategic change - described 
by Hermann as problem/goal and international orientation — involves 
more fundamental shifts in foreign policy based on a re-examination of 
foreign policy goals and the state’s position in the international system. 3 
Examination of the place of change in foreign policy can be achieved 
by analysing the change and its impact at the levels of the individual, of 
state institutions and of the political regime, which shed light on differ¬ 
ent aspects of the process. The role of agency, usually embodied in an 
individual actor, is a common thread in all these accounts. At the same 
time, these approaches have some limitations that call for consideration of 
constructivism as a source for understanding the meaning and process of 
foreign policy change. 

An explicit focus on the role of the individual and change in foreign 
policy is quite novel. David Welch’s work, Painful Choices: A Theory of 
Foreign Policy Change (2005), is one of the few efforts to broach this topic 
systematically. Welch tries to understand the diverse sources of foreign 
policy change by examining a set of approaches ranging from cognitive 
and motivational psychology to organizational theory and prospect the¬ 
ory. Underpinning the broad perspective adopted by Welch is the belief 
that change in foreign policy is not common and, when it does occur, is in 
direct relation to the decision makers’ perceptions of loss. 4 In other words, 
change is most likely to occur in situations where foreign policy decision 
makers are fearful that continuing with the prevailing approach will likely 
come at a considerable cost. Welch says that: 


foreign policy is most likely to change dramatically when leaders 
expect the status quo to generate continued painful losses. States will 
not alter their behavior simply to try to realize some marginal gain. 
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The clearest signals of an impending change are desperation, stri¬ 
dency and distress. The choice for change will often carry with it a 
risk of even greater loss - a risk of loss so great that, in many cases, no 
rational actor would accept it. 5 

Taking this statement as his point of departure, Welch reasserts the roles of 
the individual and of psychological factors in the decision-making pro¬ 
cess that is at the centre of an analysis of the sources and impacts of change 
on foreign policy. He suggests that this approach sidesteps the necessity 
to understand the structural impediments imposed by states, regimes and 
norms on individuals in dismissing all state behaviour as the product of 
human decisions. 6 His assertion of human agency as the single object of 
an analysis, that the international system is essentially static and that the 
study of international politics needs only to develop a generalized theory 
of change to capture the requisite characteristics of international politics, 
in many respects is too narrow. The emphasis on individual agency and 
insufficient recognition of the structural autonomy that institutions and 
normative practices assume - irrespective of their being generated and 
staffed by human beings - limits the interpretative power of what other¬ 
wise is an important corrective to the FPA literature. 

Linking Welch’s insights to the work of role theory on the foreign pol¬ 
icy orientations of leaders suggests that the possibilities for foreign policy 
change reside in the particular personality traits of certain leadership types 
when confronted by challenging circumstances. 7 Although these types 
of leaders are subject to structural constraints at both the domestic and 
regional or systemic levels, the leadership role is central to the determina¬ 
tion of a state’s foreign policy. For instance, an ‘expansionist’ foreign policy 
orientation could likely respond better to the prospects of loss through 
the pursuit of a radical reorientation of foreign policy than a ‘mediator- 
integrator’ oriented strategy. Charismatic leaders (although this trait does 
not feature explicitly in role theory) are able to mobilize societies to sup¬ 
port a range of otherwise controversial and costly foreign and domestic 
policy objectives. 8 John F. Kennedy’s assertions that Americans would 
‘pay any price, bear any burden’ in the pursuit of an activist foreign policy 
of containment of Communism around the globe was echoed in Fidel 
Castro’s commitment of Cuba’s support of various revolutionary move¬ 
ments in Latin America and Africa. 

However, there is clearly further scope for assessing the role of change 
in foreign policy. Drawing on relevant scholarly sources, in the literature 
on ‘learning’, there are insights into the part that individual leaders play in 
facilitating the foreign policy choices that embrace change. 9 Inspired by 
the evident part played by Mikhail Gorbachev in instigating major change 
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in the Soviet Union’s foreign and domestic policies, scholars have sought 
to assess the degree to which decision makers engage in learning, and the 
extent to which they integrate what they have learned into their strategic 
thinking and action in relation to foreign policy. In line with the work 
on social learning in psychology, learning is a substantive departure from 
a previous position, or adaptation, or a tactical shift in foreign policy con¬ 
duct: much of the debate in this literature focuses on these distinctions. 10 
This account privileges sharp, dramatic changes in foreign policy while 
downplaying the possibilities of gradual change, over an extended period, 
which may result in equally fundamental shifts in foreign policy (for more 
depth on learning and foreign policy implementation, see Chapter 2). 

The kind of incremental socialization that is presendy infiltrating Chi¬ 
na’s foreign policy, for example, is not well captured by conventional 
approaches to learning. According to Wang Jisi, China’s foreign policy 
has undergone incremental change, through a series of four steps accom¬ 
plished over a period of several years: adoption of a new definition of 
security, an orientation to multilateralism rather than bilateralism, the 
impact of economic development and changes to elite values. 11 The sum- 
mative effect of this cautious and deliberative process is a Chinese grand 
strategy for the twenty-first century. In this context, a focus on leadership 
as the main agent of foreign policy change rather than political regimes 
(or, in the case of China, a political party) and changing institutional 
practices, masks the sources of change and the process by which it occurs. 
Moreover, it is clear that the division between learning and adaptation 
obscures the active interplay between policy formulation and implemen¬ 
tation, which produces a continuous feedback loop in the actual practice 
of foreign policy. 12 The gradualist transformation of European foreign 
policies produced the Lisbon Treaty and the subsequent establishment of 
the European External Action Service (both instigated by choices made at 
the top, but strongly embedded via the functionalist integration approach 
adopted by the earliest institutional manifestations of the European 
Union) are examples of institutional forms of foreign policy change. 13 

One dimension of learning in foreign policy that has received scholarly 
attention is the use of history by decision makers. According to Yaacov 
Vertzberger, foreign policy decision makers are ‘intuitive historians’ who 
turn to history to manage complexity and identify policy alternatives. 14 
Historical analogies are employed as framing devices to help decision 
makers identify the foreign policy situations they face - the proverbial 
‘definition of the situation’ - and possible policy solutions. 15 While some 
presentations of foreign policy analogies from history are designed pri¬ 
marily to mobilize the public — the most frequent being the ‘Munich 
analogy’ applied by Western leaders to support aggressive foreign policy 
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action against non-democratic states - it would be a substantial misinter¬ 
pretation to understand all such applications of history as merely instru¬ 
mentalist. Yuen Foong Khong argues persuasively that foreign policy 
decision makers resort to historical analogies to fulfil a number of cogni¬ 
tive functions as well as to help them define situations, assess the political 
stakes and suggest possible solutions. Historical analogies have also been 
used to evaluate policy prescriptions on the basis of predicted outcomes, 
evaluate moral quality and provide warnings of potential dangers. 16 

A leader’s search for foreign policy options that simultaneously provide 
insights into international events and the possibilities for their positive 
resolution can set a new course for state foreign policy. From this perspec¬ 
tive, history does much of the ‘hard work’ involved in the foreign policy 
decision-making process by providing a reservoir of meaningful experi¬ 
ence that facilitates the interpretation of international politics and from 
which plausible policy options can be constructed, while concurrently 
managing risk for the decision makers and providing an emotional crutch 
in situations of deep political uncertainty. 

State institutions, domestic structures and foreign 
policy change 

The important part played by state institutions in the foreign policy 
process — whether the formulation, interpretation or implementation of 
policy - has been acknowledged in the chapters in this book. Theories of 
bureaucratic politics emphasize the agency of state institutions in the for¬ 
eign policy decision-making process; other theory is exploited to examine 
the influence of state institutions on foreign policy through the imple¬ 
mentation of foreign policy aims. 17 However, the seminal work on state 
institutions - Allison’s bureaucratic politics - strongly suggests that there 
are structural obstacles to change that are embedded within the routines 
and processes adopted by organizations. This assessment of foreign policy 
institutions, while appropriate for a number of cases and settings, is too 
one-dimensional. In the broader context of foreign policy change, state 
institutions can be the actual sources of change in foreign policy and sites 
for competition over new foreign policy ideas advocating change and 
their attendant new strategies. 

Domestic structures can provide clues to the possibilities of change and 
the obstacles to change within a given polity. The distribution of author¬ 
ity between state and society, working through the operational constraints 
of domestic institutions and politics, is an important part of assessing not 
only when foreign policy changes, but the process of change itself. 18 For 
Holsti, foreign policy restructuring is as dependent upon the degree to 
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which the state is involved and ‘penetrated’ by the external environment, 
as it is upon the person of the leadership and the nature of the policy¬ 
making process. 19 Holsti’s inclusive approach to foreign policy change 
anticipates many of the insights that are the basis of neo-classical realism. 

An integrative account of state institutions, domestic structures and 
foreign policy change draws on the literature on norm cycles and identity 
politics in relation to foreign policy change. Barnett’s analysis of how 
skillful ‘policy entrepreneurs’ are able to re-frame identity issues within 
a specific institutional context in order to embark on dramatic foreign 
policy shifts, provides a theoretically eclectic treatment of foreign policy 
change which reasserts the role of agency. 20 It is the policy entrepreneur’s 
ability to recognize opportunities created by crises and systemic devel¬ 
opments that serve to discredit existing foreign policy approaches and 
open up space for new ideas, a reorientation of goals or a reconsidera¬ 
tion of methods. Utilizing these ‘windows of opportunity’ effectively not 
only requires political acumen, but also relies on an ability to sustain and 
mobilize policy networks in the service of change. 21 However, Blavoukos 
and Bourantonis point out that it is not inevitable that crises induce the 
jettisoning of ‘orthodox’ foreign policy and its replacement with radi¬ 
cal new approaches. Policy entrepreneurs are motivated by a willingness 
to accept that significant gains may not be immediately realized and it 
is their capacity to work within the constraints of prevailing domestic 
parameters to achieve these aims that distinguishes them. 22 Interestingly, 
within authoritarian systems like China, policy entrepreneurs operate in 
ways that resemble processes in more open systems, that is to say new ideas 
emerge and circulate between informal (networks) and formal (think 
tanks) and gain currency in relation to ‘policy windows’. 23 However, the 
parameters of debate remain defined by the Chinese Communist Party 
and its perceptions of what constitutes an acceptable discourse on a par¬ 
ticular issue. 

Joe Hagan’s investigation into the strategies adopted by leaders to retain 
power — for example, mobilization, insulation and accommodation — 
within the competitive environment of domestic politics demonstrates 
how the nature of the domestic structure and the position of political 
actors within that structure, exercises a determining significant impact 
on the responsiveness of governments to these systemic-level drivers of 
foreign policy change. 24 In some cases, policy entrepreneurs can alter the 
institutional constraints to change posed by domestic structures, and con¬ 
solidate the proposed foreign policy changes, by means of national refer- 
endums or constitutional reforms. 

From a different angle, the sources of resistance to change within state 
institutions may be related to the level of bureaucratic embeddedness in 



Foreign policy and change 131 

the decision-making process, through the roles played by socialization, 
procedural scripts and cultural rationales. 25 Juliet Kaarbo’s work delin¬ 
eates the conditions under which bureaucratic minorities are able to resist 
change, for instance, by mobilizing procedural rules and practices to delay 
or distort the original intentions of particular policies which they see as 
being in some way against their interests. 26 

One example of bureaucratic resistance to foreign policy change was 
the deliberate efforts within the Brazilian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
(commonly known as ‘Itamaraty’) to thwart incoming President Luiz Ina- 
cio ‘Lula’ Da Silva efforts to re-orient foreign policy towards the emerg¬ 
ing South. Itamaraty, seen by many academic and political observers as 
a reservoir of elite privilege and long driven by an historical search for 
international recognition as a great power, had a distinctively ‘Western’ 
outlook that manifested as alignment (though not uncritical) with the 
US. 27 Lula was elected president in 2002 and swept into office determined 
to stamp his brand of internationalism and solidarity politics on the for¬ 
eign policy apparatus. His first move was to break with the precedent 
of appointing internal candidates from Itamaraty as foreign minister in 
favour of a political appointee from his Partido dos Tralbahadores (PT). 
Despite resistance by some of the ministry’s bureaucrats and, concurrently, 
efforts to mobilize support from established Brazilian business circles to 
oppose these fundamental alterations to the country’s foreign policy, the 
Lula administration moved forward with the foreign policy realignment. 
Having foresworn participation in Washington’s must-vaunted Free Trade 
Area of the Americas, Lula went on to launch an unprecedented outreach 
to Africa. It included the creation of a substantive foreign aid agency and 
the massive expansion of diplomatic missions). In addition, under Lula, 
Brazil set out to build South-oriented diplomatic groupings like IBSA, 
establish close ties with China through BRICS, as well as exercise support 
for leftist governments in Latin America. 28 However, in stepping down as 
president in 2010, Lula’s foreign policy reorientation largely melted away. 
Sustained bureaucratic opposition at Itamaraty undermined key pillars of 
the Africa initiative, like the foreign aid agency, which curbed its abil¬ 
ity to function and weakened participation in IBSA and BRICS. Lula’s 
successor’s inertia helped to bring about a gradual reassertion of Brazil’s 
traditional foreign policy outlook. 29 

Under some circumstances, state institutions can serve as sites for both 
competing ideas on foreign policy and direct confrontation between 
competing domestic political actors. An excellent example of this was the 
experience of the incoming African National Congress (ANC) govern¬ 
ment in post-apartheid South Africa. The majority of the bureaucrats 
in the Department of Foreign Affairs (DFA) had been appointed by the 
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National Party - the party that had promulgated apartheid - which meant 
that the initial residual resistance to implementing ANC policy prescrip¬ 
tions was inevitable. 30 This was despite the fact that there had been sig¬ 
nificant contact in advance of the forming of a government of national 
unity in April 1994, which provided an opportunity for joint-framing of 
post-apartheid foreign policy and produced a remarkable degree of con¬ 
vergence of views on a range of international topics. 

One of the areas where there were differences, however, was recogni¬ 
tion of previous important ANC allies during the armed struggle, namely 
Cuba, Libya and the People’s Republic of China. ANC appointees to 
the DFA, while better connected to President Nelson Mandela, leader 
of the ANC, were struggling to acclimatize themselves to government 
bureaucratic procedures and, in the context of a government of national 
unity, were obliged to work alongside apartheid-era bureaucrats. The lat¬ 
ter had a distinct advantage in terms of their familiarity with established 
procedures, and were able to manipulate it to block foreign policy initia¬ 
tives from above. For instance, the top National Party-appointed civil 
servant within the DFA was in favour of retaining ties with the Republic 
of China or Taiwan, and reportedly used his senior position to block dis¬ 
cussion at higher levels within government of any positions advocating a 
switch to recognition of the People’s Republic of China. 

Individuals are not the only foreign policy actors that can learn from 
history: foreign policy institutions also actively engage in learning, through 
the self-conscious establishment of ‘lessons learned’ units within state 
ministries of foreign affairs and defence ministries, and the UN Depart¬ 
ment of Peacekeeping Operations. The core of the military sciences is 
founded on an institutionalized form of learning from history through a 
curriculum involving constant review (and refighting) of historical mili¬ 
tary events and practices. In this context, the role of military academies 
and leaders drawn from that tradition deserve greater scholarly atten¬ 
tion. These institutions’ incrementalist responses to perceptions of threat - 
through curriculum development, training programmes or other learning 
outcomes - demonstrate a measure of commitment to incorporating 
change within the confines of organizational structures. 31 

‘Epistemic communities’, the network of knowledge-based experts 
who share a common outlook, methodology and set of normative com¬ 
mitments are linked to institutionally based foreign policy change. 32 The 
ability of these communities to manage the highly technical require¬ 
ments of a particular subject area - for example, nuclear armaments and 
programmes — provides them with a potentially high level of influence 
over key foreign policy decisions. As was demonstrated in debates over 
the expansion of arms programmes in the US and Europe in the 1980s, in 
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the build-up to the invasion of Iraq in 2003, and in the technical negotia¬ 
tions over climate change, these experts can have a significant impact on 
foreign policy choice. 33 

In this respect, institutional theory can be usefully applied to FPA, since 
it provides a depiction of the relationship between political behaviour and 
institutional impact and the structuring of foreign policy choice. 34 An 
in-depth examination of institutional theory and accompanying debates 
is beyond the scope of this chapter, but the ‘principal-agent’ debate is par¬ 
ticularly interesting for FPA because of its insights on state conduct and 
international institutions. Principal-agent theory points to the limits of 
the principals’ interests and influence over an implementing agent based 
on the former’s information and preferences. 35 The scholarship on the 
UN and regional organizations such as the EU, suggest that these inter¬ 
national institutions accrete increasing levels of autonomy from the very 
principals - states - that established and ‘people’ them and that these insti¬ 
tutional ‘agents’ use an array of instruments ranging from legal, normative 
to procedural rules to affect foreign policy decision making and outcomes 
of principals. 36 The tension between the interests and preferences of these 
two categories of foreign policy actors form the basis of the bargaining 
and negotiation that accompany foreign policy formulation in multilat¬ 
eral organizations and, as such, produce discernible impacts on foreign 
policy. Change in the conduct of foreign policy based on the structural 
impediments imposed by international institutions is one obvious effect 
(and is reminiscent of the bureaucratic politics perspective), but it can also 
induce normative change in a particular state’s foreign policy through the 
pressure to subscribe to collective values in relation, for instance, to colo¬ 
nialism, democracy or human rights. 


Political regimes and foreign policy change 

Another approach to understanding foreign policy change is to exam¬ 
ine it through the prism of political regimes. While studies of foreign 
policy realignment in response to systemic pressures to change suggest the 
saliency of domestic structures as a key determinant of regime respon¬ 
siveness to such influences, the onset of structural regime change within 
a given country is a more obvious condition for foreign policy change. 
This formative shift from authoritarianism to democracy introduces new 
actors, ideologies and institutional imperatives into the policy process. 
These factors contribute to a re-examination of the core values of a state’s 
foreign policy and, under certain circumstances, can produce new foreign 
policy orientations and outcomes. Understanding foreign policy change, 
from this perspective, involves examination of the relationships between 



134 Foreign policy and change 

regime type and socio-political changes in conjunction with broader sys¬ 
temic factors. 

The foreign policy of transitional states, that is to say states moving 
from authoritarianism to democracy, has received relatively little attention 
from scholars in FPA. This is in spite of the fact that the wave of democ¬ 
ratization that swept the globe in the latter half of the twentieth century, 
and over 40 countries experiencing the transition to democracy since the 
1970s. Furthermore, with the collapse of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, 
a dozen new states - some of which are nominally democratic - emerged 
alongside states such as East Timor and Eritrea. Nevertheless, the for¬ 
eign policy of transitional states arguably is one of the most interesting 
phenomena to study in terms of its insights into many of the theoretical 
concerns of the discipline and the character of the contemporary inter¬ 
national system, as well as its varied empirical content. In particular, the 
study of the foreign policy of transitional states brings into sharp focus the 
agency and structure problem, the dynamic between state and non-state 
actors in the context of change and, finally, the socially constructed nature 
of sovereignty and the international system. 

A rationalist account of foreign policy and transitional states consciously 
builds upon the comparative politics tradition and, in that sense, repre¬ 
sents a break with the domestic orientation of this approach. The central 
questions that proponents of this tradition seek to answer in studying 
the foreign policy of transitional states are when do transitional govern¬ 
ments pursue certain foreign policies over others, and why. To investigate 
these concerns, rationalist scholars employ classical insights derived from 
pluralist politics which focus on domestic structure and the relationship 
between interest groups and the state, as well as mechanisms of influence 
in policy making. 

Samuel P. Huntington and Juan Linz, amongst the first scholars to 
tackle this topic, propose a typology of regimes as a guide to the foreign 
policy of transitional states. 37 First, transformation (incumbent care¬ 
taker) led from above; second, replacement (revolutionary provisional) 
in which the ancien regime is ousted completely by a revolutionary gov¬ 
ernment, albeit with an explicit mandate to usher in democratic change; 
and third, transplacement (power-sharing interim government). Hun¬ 
tington and Linz suggest that each of these transitional governments 
faces a dilemma regarding the previous authoritarian government’s for¬ 
eign policy, specifically: 


how and when to demonstrate change; 
how and when to ensure continuity; 
how to retain or build legitimacy. 
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At the heart of this dilemma is the issue of to which constituency the 
government is beholden and/or should address in defining and making 
foreign policy choices. Huntington and Linz see these choices in stark 
terms, with transitional governments needing to balance their relationship 
with the international community with the need to address and secure a 
relationship with their domestic constituencies. Complicating the picture 
is the fact that the respective actors are not uniform in shape or outlook, 
with the international community divided among competing states, and 
the domestic environment characterized by factionalism. 

Allison Stanger, building on this approach, focuses on regime type as 
the key determinant for understanding foreign policy choice by tran¬ 
sitional governments. She says that the character of each of the three 
regime types described by Huntington and Linz provides the underlying 
motivation for their foreign policy. 38 For example, because an incumbent 
caretaker regime is fundamentally contiguous to the former authoritarian 
government, it approaches foreign policy from the perspective of a search 
for outcomes that will be the least disruptive and delegitimizing to the 
interim governing arrangements. Thus, this regime’s foreign policy is 
characterized by continuity with the past. A revolutionary-provisional regime 
seeks to promulgate a foreign policy that demonstrates a clean break with 
the previous government. Thus, its foreign policy is characterized by 
change from the past. Finally, a power-sharing interim government, which is 
composed of a balance of old and new elites and is influenced to a greater 
degree than the two previous regimes by external forces, makes its foreign 
policy choices around the particular circumstances posed by these dilem¬ 
mas for this balance. Thus a power-sharing interim government’s foreign 
policy is characterized by contingency. 

Paulo Gorjao takes a different tack and explicitly introduces the role 
of domestic politics into his study of foreign policy and transitions. 39 He 
expresses dissatisfaction with the focus on regimes, pointing out that this 
approach only partially answers the questions as to why and when cer¬ 
tain foreign policies are adopted by transitional governments. He looks to 
domestic structure and, in particular, the role of corporate (or institutional 
representations of collective interests) entities, such as the military or the 
Roman Catholic Church, and charismatic individuals, to shape selection 
of and promote their respective interests on foreign policy issues. His posi¬ 
tion is that in turbulent times of transition, these entities are better able to 
articulate and influence decision makers who otherwise might lack the 
requisite information or the sense of certainty needed to make difficult 
decisions. Furthermore, the conditions of transition facilitate more fluid 
access to elites and allow for greater influence over foreign policy formu¬ 
lation by determined domestic actors. 
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Additional research into states in transition to democracy suggests that 
they are more likely than consolidated democracies to pursue aggressive 
foreign policies. Mansfield and Snyder examine the conduct of transi¬ 
tional states over a 200-year period and conclude that democratizing 
states are subject to formative nationalism and, given the unstable condi¬ 
tions that accompany the instalment of new regimes and the uncertainties 
surrounding boundaries of territory and citizenship, engage actively in 
belligerent foreign policy approaches that reflect these transitional ten¬ 
sions. 40 Indeed, as the cases of Serbia and Croatia in the 1990s vividly 
demonstrate, the maxim that democracies never fight one another does 
not hold for states in transition or for newly formed democracies. 41 

All these attempts to conceptualize and understand the foreign policy 
of transitional states, admirable though they may be in recognizing and 
accounting for foreign policy change, nonetheless suffer from the same 
basic shortcomings. The weakness of the rationalist approach to which they 
subscribe is rooted in the underlying assumptions that inform its ontol¬ 
ogy and, consequendy, impact upon its particular epistemology. To wit, the 
state is held to be a priori, which is to say that there is no sense of it being 
the product of social forces and historical circumstances. Another aspect 
of the rationalist approach which is problematic is the fact that it does 
not account for inter-subjectivity in terms of institutions and the processes 
that they represent and impart. A third problem is that the role of ideas 
is not clearly understood or articulated in relation to actors and institu¬ 
tions. To paraphrase one scholar, not only do ideas not float freely, they 
are deeply embedded in historically conditioned structures and contexts. 
Although rationalists do introduce the notion of identity through the neo¬ 
liberal ontology — norms, values, etc. — the manner in which they do so is 
not wholly convincing. Goldstein and Keohane, whose work on the role of 
ideas in IR paved the way for a rationalist reading of this dimension, do litde 
more than treat identity as a new variable not previously accounted for. 42 

Scholars of the revolutionary state, whose focus necessarily involves 
upheaval and change, have sought to explain the impact of this condition on 
foreign policy and the international system. 43 For Fred Halliday, the para¬ 
dox of established interpretations of the foreign policy of the revolutionary 
state rests with the contrasting accounts of its position on international¬ 
ism and nationalism. Halliday maintains that ‘Revolutionary states conduct 
foreign policy within the space defined by two constraints — the impulsion 
to promote conflict and revolutionary change abroad, and the necessity of 
preserving and consolidating the revolutionary state at home’. 44 

On the one hand, the revolutionary state promulgates idealist foreign 
policies reflecting the underlying values of revolutionary solidarity. These 
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run in parallel with — and are at times indistinguishable from — nationalist 
concerns. Nationalism can be a genuine expression of the revolutionary 
elites’ outlook, as in revolutionary France’s deeply nationalist foreign pol¬ 
icy or Mao’s Sino-centric vision of international politics. In other cases, 
this nationalist impulse is more crudely instrumental, expressing the need 
to gain legitimacy from the domestic constituency, especially in the face 
of the mounting costs of‘adventurism’ in foreign policy. The decision 
in 1976 of the then newly ensconced liberation movement in Mozam¬ 
bique, Frelimo, to sever all ties with white-ruled Rhodesia - an act of 
international solidarity with that country’s liberation movements — came 
at tremendous economic cost and increased the alienation of the peas¬ 
antry and local elites in adjoining central provinces, paving the way for 
counter-revolutionary forces to enter Mozambique. 45 Other factors curb¬ 
ing revolutionary-oriented foreign policies are the putative socializing 
effects of the international system, especially in the area of international 
finance, critical for newly established regimes intent on improving their 
domestic economies and citizens’ livelihoods, and which shore up regime 
legitimacy. 46 

Quasi-states and cluster states and foreign policy change 

The aforementioned depictions of the political regimes and their relation¬ 
ship to foreign policy of states in transition is grounded in rationalism, 
which, with its emphasis on procedural rules and reductionist motiva¬ 
tions, tends even in this volatile context to give a relatively static picture 
of the state and decision making. One of our central contentions in this 
book is that FPA lacks an explicit theory of the state and, in an effort to 
address this deficiency, we have proposed the notion of the quasi-state and 
the cluster state as more appropriate contemporary units for analysis of 
foreign policy of some contemporary states. 

The quasi-state, as described in Chapter 5, is a formal structure whose 
very institutional resilience is severely compromised by the contingen¬ 
cies of everything from administrative incapacity to deliberate politi¬ 
cal exigencies by local elites. These factors ensure the mutability of the 
quasi-state to elite and societal pressures or the demands of international 
legitimacy. The contingent character of the quasi-state makes it especially 
able to avoid the development of any of the institutional density that 
would accrue through adherence to recognized routines and transparent 
practices. Its openness to being re-inscribed with a changing set of rules 
and rationales by local elites means that it is particularly influenced by 
domestic forces and, at least in so far as local elites are able to recognize 
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and respond to them, international systemic forces. The foreign policy 
implications of regime survival are an adaptive approach to those interna¬ 
tional issues tied to core questions of legitimacy, such as a strong commit¬ 
ment to the maintenance of the sovereignty principle, but paradoxically 
an inability to fulfil any of the substantive sources of legitimacy. 

The cluster state is also structurally fitted to respond to change, but in 
its case, the sensitivity to systemic sources of change is not a product of the 
shallowness of state institutions but rather their tensile strength. Tied to a 
myriad of international epistemic networks, globalized production chains 
and offshore platforms, dependent upon the global market to source vital 
materials and sell its products, simultaneously operating within regional 
bodies and sectorally defined groupings of states, the cluster state is wholly 
embedded in the globalization process. The cluster state is deliberately 
porous in its structures, reflecting an acute sensitivity to systemic change, 
and is as such adaptive and innovative in its foreign policy. Indeed, change 
is encoded into its DNA and, like a shark that needs to constantly move in 
order to breathe, any ossifying of institutions or a breakdown of the con¬ 
sensus over its commitment to embrace globalization holds the potential 
for crisis. At the same time, the relationship between clustered states and 
globalization resembles the mutually constitutive interaction we described 
in Chapter 6. Changes in the clustered states are a product of, but they 
also shape, globalization. By contrast, quasi-states are more prone to be 
buffeted by the vicissitudes of globalization. 

Towards a constructivist approach to foreign 
policy change 

An examination of foreign policy change through the three prisms of the 
individual, state institutions and political regimes, provides some of the 
foundational pillars required for the development of a theory of foreign 
policy change. However, the artifice of these divisions, which is premised 
on atomized individuals and abstracted notions such as the state, in an 
effort to isolate critical variables within a positivist framework, imposes 
restrictions on their usefulness for FPA scholars. In this regard, construc¬ 
tivism, with its focus on mutually constituted identities, social practices 
and institutions, is in many ways more readily adapted to integrating 
change into its approach to international politics than other schools of 
thought in IR. 

This is seen most clearly in our examination of foreign policy change 
in transitional states, which highlights constructivist insights into foreign 
policy as being integral to national identity construction at the same time 
as allowing for a range of contingencies to impact upon the process and 
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foreign policy outcomes of the transition. Employing constructivism 
provides a means to account for the interplay between ideas, agents and 
structures, all of which are in a condition of flux and act as sources of 
influence on foreign policy. 

To be specific, in the context of transitions, the points of access to 
policy makers within domestic structures effectively widen as consensus 
on procedures starts to be questioned or breaks down altogether. For¬ 
eign policy bureaucratic influence invariably is much reduced during 
transitions - although, at times, contingencies and idiosyncratic factors, as 
Goijao suggests, can elevate and temporarily exaggerate an institution - 
while charismatic leadership plays a critical role in setting foreign policy 
agendas. 47 In such a volatile context, it is our view that ideas hold sway to 
an unprecedented degree, as institutions are ungrounded (authoritarian 
structures from the previous regime) or untested (incoming regime), with 
the result that it is principles that matter and become the critical cur¬ 
rency of political dialogue. The degree to which individuals (charismatic 
leaders) and political parties are able to clothe themselves in these ideas/ 
principles becomes the measure of success within an uncertain domes¬ 
tic and international constituency. Foreign policy issues and positions 
are considered in these terms, with little reference to materialist (power/ 
capability) concerns or the implications of the norms, structures and legal 
framework of state action within the international system. Indeed, since 
the transitions by nature are based upon narrow elites often detached 
from the societies and the established structures of governance that they 
purport to represent, the scope for contingency is greater than might 
otherwise be the case. For example, a personality can assume heightened 
influence over the process based on his or her proximity to power or, in 
a power vacuum, because of a fluid domestic situation or uncertainty in 
the international sphere. 

Within a post-transitional or consolidating government, however, the 
process of change is slowed or even abandoned as a touchstone of legiti¬ 
macy. Routines begin to replace ad Iwc decisions rooted in charismatic 
decision making as bureaucracies come to be the primary actor interfac¬ 
ing with the international legal system/multilateralism. Patterns of state- 
societal interaction are established through new constitutional structures, 
building upon the bargaining and compromise that characterized the 
negotiation period. The access points to power are formalized and infor¬ 
mal networks are routinized, making the societal influences over foreign 
policy less subject to ideas-based contingencies or factors such as personal 
charisma. 

Based on the insights of so-called thick constructivists, the place of for¬ 
eign policy change becomes more consequential (even primordial) than 
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the above reading of constructivism. In this regard, David Campbell’s 
work deepens our understanding of foreign policy and change. Campbell 
sees the paramount task of foreign policy to be the construction of iden¬ 
tity through formative nationalism manifested in the very act of foreign 
policy. 48 

[A]ll states are marked by an inherent tension between the various 
domains that need to be aligned for an ‘imagined community’ to come 
into being - such as territoriality and the many axes of identity - and 
the demand that such an alignment is a response to (rather than con¬ 
stitutive of) a prior and stable identity. . . . The constant articulation 
of danger through foreign policy is thus not a threat to a state’s identity 
or existence: it is its condition of possibility. 49 

However, because Campbell’s insights are derived from a lengthy study of 
US foreign policy during the CW, they are hidebound by the peculiari¬ 
ties of a superpower in the context of a bipolar international system and 
a stable domestic environment. This example does not fully exploit the 
analytical possibilities presented by investigating a wider pool of states, 
in particular, those involved in the processes of formation and transition. 
In these latter cases, the self-conscious use of foreign policy as a tool for 
nation building and identity formation is patently evident, as is the neces¬ 
sity for interacting with the prevailing international power structures. His 
example more clearly illustrates the way that an examination of change 
in foreign policy exposes the foundational features of the international 
system. 

Building on this perspective with respect to the foreign policy of transi¬ 
tional states, the act of making foreign policy becomes the process engaged 
in by the post-transitional state of socializing its actors around discourses 
of power within the international system, and establishing the material 
limits to and foundations of state-based action (i.e. foreign policy) within 
the international system. In addition, in the course of the transition pro¬ 
cess, the primordial questions of identity and citizenship are addressed, 
for example, what is the idea of the state? And what are the boundaries 
of the state and citizenship? Foreign policy is crucial for answering these 
questions and resolving the tenuousness of the initial response (or con¬ 
trary responses from different groups within society) to an articulation of 
national identity based on hard materialist experience. The promulgation 
of foreign policy is what makes states; what defined South Africa’s post¬ 
apartheid foreign policy fits within the broad framework of this under¬ 
standing of the role of foreign policy in transitional states. South Africa’s 
foreign policy represents the dual impulses - unilateralist idealist foreign 
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policy and socialization to established practices and discourses of power 
of the transformative agenda of a newly installed non-state actor. 50 Uni¬ 
lateralism under Mandela sought to challenge established international 
norms on sovereignty (Taiwan) and human rights (Indonesia), emerging 
out of the new social identity in post-apartheid South Africa, through a 
series of controversial foreign policy stances. Specifically, Mandela used 
his personal prestige to promote the controversial idea of‘dual recogni¬ 
tion’ of the ‘two China’ (Taiwan and the Peoples Republic of China), 
while during an official visit to Indonesia he challenged President Suharto 
to meet with imprisoned Timorese leader Xanana Gusmao in an effort to 
break the existing political stalemate. Mbeki’s ‘embedded liberal idealism’ 
represented both a compromise with the established international liberal 
order by adopting its economic policy prescriptions and, concurrently, 
a recognition that the possibilities of introducing new norms into the 
international and regional system would be more likely through active 
engagement in international and regional institutions. (South Africa’s 
role in promulgating the New Partnership for Africa’s Development and 
the formation of the African Union along lines that conformed to Preto¬ 
ria’s interests are the best expressions of this.) 

Furthermore, the notion of the proximity of the foreign policy of a 
transitional state and its relationship to the social construction of national 
identity is especially evident in the South African case. ‘South African- 
ness’ emerged out of the turmoil of racially divisive politics, international 
isolation and revolutionary fervour, derived through the experience of 
formulating and implementing a new foreign policy for the post-apartheid 
state. The ANC’s dual experience as a liberation movement and a civil 
rights campaign profoundly shaped the concerns of the Mandela govern¬ 
ment, while under Mbeki, the two worlds’ analysis of domestic politics, 
which reflected the economic divisions between blacks and whites, pro¬ 
vided the impetus for South Africa’s Africa policy and its ‘developing 
south’ orientation. For Mandela, making human rights the ‘centrepiece’ 
of post-apartheid foreign policy was a deliberate attempt to imbue the 
country’s new foreign policy with the defining experience of black South 
Africans under apartheid, that is, denial of their basic human rights. For 
Mbeki, the enduring economic inequalities experienced by the majority 
of black South Africans reflected the inequalities between the countries 
in the developing south, especially in Africa, and the countries in the 
industrialized north. His foreign policy orientation towards Africa and 
the south was a conscious evocation of this fundamental experience as 
well as an echo of the solidarity politics of the revolutionary period. It is 
in this way, echoing the links made by Campbell between the constant 
reproduction of foreign policy and the formative shaping and reassertion 
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of national identity, that the changing dynamics of foreign policy can be 
seen as crucial to the nation-building process. 

National identity is, following Campbell and others, continually 
being remade through the foreign policy process in the form of a series 
of authoritative declarations and substantive actions. 51 Understood in 
this way, it reinforces the notion that ‘foreign policy is about national 
identity itself: about the core elements of sovereignty it seeks to defend, 
the values it stands for and seeks to promote abroad’. 52 Weldes points 
out that far from being derivative of the international system, national 
interests are formulated within elite circles and their ‘legitimacy is con¬ 
ferred in the process of construction’. 53 For some scholars the formula¬ 
tion of national interest, the ‘source code’ of a state’s foreign policy, is 
essentially a top-down driven process in which elite polices and interests 
are critical in redefining societal norms and identity. 54 Lynch demurs, 
declaring: 

[Ijdentity does not directly produce a single, coherent set of interests. 

On the contrary, actors who share a collective identity compete to 

interpret and frame the interests of the collective . . , 55 

In this respect, what constitutes national identity and its foreign policy 
expressions is a terrain of contestation between competing elites them¬ 
selves as well as and social groupings alternatively laying claim to these 
meanings and authoritative state action in the international sphere. 56 
Indeed, Brummer and Thies see these domestic contestations playing out 
between political parties as well as through domestic institutions. 57 

For newly independent states in the developing regions of the world, 
the primary task of government is understood to be to forge a nation out 
of the disparate elements perpetuated by colonial suzerainty. Construct¬ 
ing a coherent sense of national identity is not only considered important 
as a basis for successful foreign and domestic policy, but it plays a much 
more fundamental role in these developing countries as a key tool for 
defining the ideational (who we are) and spatial boundaries of the state 
(where we are in relation to others) and the accompanying imperatives 
to action (what should we do). Role theory in this sense provides an 
enumeration of the foreign policy tasks which emanate from the various 
ideational positions adopted by states and serves to reaffirm those posi¬ 
tions. 58 Differing roles — bridge builder, ideologue, etc. — can be held by a 
state and are reproduced through foreign policy action though conflicting 
roles can induce dilemmas if not outright crises for foreign policy deci¬ 
sion makers. This suggests that national role conceptions are themselves 
instruments of power project and socialization. 59 
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One especially relevant expression of the relationship between foreign 
policy and national identity is played out in the context of newly inde¬ 
pendent states and nation building. 60 This is conceptualized as a process 
by which a particular identity, sometimes reflecting the interests of a 
dominant ethnic group (Burmen in Burma for instance) or the conjur¬ 
ing up of banal geographic descriptors (the Sudan), is super-imposed 
over the various ethnic and other identities that form the residue of 
imperial rule in a given state. In either case, engaging in foreign policy 
is meant to reinforce the legitimacy of the regime of the day, not solely 
for the actual content of diplomatic activism (security or wealth seek¬ 
ing rationale), but also through the constant reproduction of national 
identity. 

Telhami and Barnett, examining foreign policy and identity in the post¬ 
colonial Middle East, make the point that while conventional understand¬ 
ings of the relationship between state formation and nation building seek 
to derive national identity from an assembly of ‘sub-national particles’ 
that for states of that region the aim is to ‘shrink the national imagery 
from its transnational status to the confines of the state’. 61 African states 
share this history of a transcendent regional identity in pan-Africanism, 
which can jar with attempts to form a national identity, setting the stage 
for periodic crises as foreign policy decision makers confront and seek to 
resolve inherent contradictions derived from differing roles with the more 
fundamental task of bolstering regime legitimacy. 

Operationalizing changing identities and roles in foreign policy takes 
many forms, but one of the most directly observable is through the state’s 
use of global summitry. Global summitry is an important device for giv¬ 
ing voice to normative concerns and interests of a given regime in power, 
which itself draws these from and instrumentally aligns these to societal 
values aimed at affirming a particular perspective on national identity. 
Engaging in global summitry provides an avenue for divided societies in 
the process of nation building to project and affirm their national iden¬ 
tity through foreign policy activism. While these conscious projections 
may be rooted in a particular elite vision of the country’s global role 
and therefore be contested domestically, they nonetheless carry resonances 
that shape understandings of its position within the continent and broader 
international system. Under Mahathir, for instance, Malaysia assumed an 
activist position on the regional and global stage that sought to reinforce 
selective features of domestic society. These were promoting modern¬ 
ist Islam, expanding its influence in the ASEAN, and strengthening the 
capacity of the global South in international affairs. In pursuit of these 
foreign policy initiatives, Mahathir expended vital resources on widening 
the country’s participation in the Islamic Organisation Conference (IOC), 
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actively engaging in ASEAN summitry and launching the G15 Summit 
process and the South Commission. This three-pronged engagement pro¬ 
vided an opportunity to give expression to the normative characteristics 
of an imagined Malaysian identity, one that for Mahathir cohered with his 
vision of a modernist Islamic state leading in Southeast Asia and embed¬ 
ded in a renewed global South. Other societally diverse states like Brazil 
and South Africa use the foreign policy of global summitry in similar 
ways. 62 

The necessity of understanding the dynamics of foreign policy change 
allows for a deeper appreciation of its role as an instrument for the repro¬ 
duction of national identity in general and concurrently as a source 
of elite legitimacy in more contested states. This signalling of change 
through symbolic and substantive international activism, moreover, rein¬ 
forces the idea that the sources of foreign policy change are to be found 
as much in the pressures of domestic politics as in any particular interna¬ 
tional calculus. 


Conclusion 

This examination of the under-researched phenomenon of change in for¬ 
eign policy provides both an overview of the existing contributions to the 
FPA literature on that topic and an integration of the work on political 
regimes, transitions and revolutions, which has a strong bearing on the 
topic, but has remained outside the purview of classical FPA. These bodies 
of literature may be used by FPA to examine analytically what to expect 
in terms of foreign policy when states go through change. Our reflections 
on what foreign policy change might entail for clustered and quasi-states 
suggests how students of FPA might be able to link the conceptual and 
analytical strands of the literature on change we examined. The cob¬ 
bling together of this material gives a better sense than the established and 
limited FPA work would suggest of the place of change in the conduct 
of individuals and the shaping of decision-making processes, and beyond 
that, of the structural implications of change and its impact on foreign 
policy. Finally, we have put forward a set of propositions based on con¬ 
structivism and foreign policy which we believe provides a more cogent 
interpretation of the relationship and also underlines the consequential 
nature of foreign policy in the formative concerns of national identity 
construction. Following from the growing scholarship on role theory, 
the path to understanding the sources of foreign policy can be found as 
much in competing narratives wielded by domestic groups in contesta¬ 
tion for political power as processes of socialization that take place at the 
international level. 
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8 Conclusion 


New directions in foreign policy analysis 

A key rationale behind this book has been our desire to provide the basis 
for a contemporary critical assessment of FPA, which engages with devel¬ 
opments within IR. This has involved a re-examination of premises that 
have been at the centre of FPA and for the most part remained largely 
unquestioned. In our view, one of the most consequential oversights is the 
absence of a theory of the state in FPA, with the corollary of FPA’s pri¬ 
mary focus on decision making and the specific epistemological emphases 
it has given to that process. This in turn has been exacerbated by FPA 
scholars’ failure to adequately engage with critical intellectual develop¬ 
ments in IR over the last two decades. This is strongly reflected in the 
exclusion of the debate on globalization from FPA and the inadequate 
engagement with constructivism, with special reference to foreign policy 
change. In the sections that follow, we offer for consideration some criti¬ 
cal observations and analyses of the central challenges facing FPA flowing 
from our assessments of the field today, as well as possible areas for future 
development. 

Beyond decision making 

Foreign policy decision making has been and remains at the core of the 
‘FPA project’ and its enduring contribution to IR. The tilting effect gen¬ 
erated by the ‘decision-making turn’ on the realist assumptions that states 
are unitary actors and that foreign policy is governed by the pursuit of the 
‘national interest’ are mainstreamed now within the discipline of IR. Yet the 
decision-making approach still suffers from some significant shortcoming. 
Decisions are depicted as suigeneric, outside of history and its cycles, without 
reference to previous decisions nor the accompanying interpretations by 
decision makers. One expression of this is the dilemma facing rationalists 
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in explaining the formation of preferences which are uncritically assigned 
motivation primacy but are notoriously difficult to square with empirical 
studies of actual decisions and the perspectives of those involved. As we 
saw in Chapter 2, the inconvenient truth of misperception, bias and other 
equivalent ‘pathologies’ that formed the critique of foreign policy decision 
making in FPA nonetheless could not bring scholars to wresde themselves 
away from the underlying systems theory framework. As such, the decision¬ 
making formulation retains an unrecognized commitment to this rational¬ 
ist model and its narrow application to the decision-making unit, which 
continues to hold an impact on analyses of the decision-making process. 

Beyond these issues, the role of foreign policy implementation as a 
neglected component of the foreign policy equation too remains barely 
examined, especially with respect to varieties of actors, their articulation 
of the boundaries of foreign policy within the confines of the states and 
how the foreign policy decision-making process operates under these 
circumstances. Agents on the ground, their parochial interpretation of 
national foreign policy directives and the form these take when translated 
into local actions is a feature of the feedback loop that arguably is as 
consequential a part of decision making as the original formulation. This 
is precisely why we have explored the issue of implementation in Chap¬ 
ter 2, which deals with the decision making in the round, recognizing the 
inevitably imperfect execution for foreign policy edicts. 

A narrowly defined decision-making approach also lacks in terms of 
being too insulated from the institutional context in which decisions are 
taken. In this setting, whether decisions are taken within the institutional 
context of a quasi, institutional or clustered state makes a significant dif¬ 
ference. As we explored in Chapter 5, the decision-making process in 
clustered states tends to be embedded in multilateral frameworks and is 
hence more complicated. Essentially, foreign policy decisions within clus¬ 
ter states are taken within a state and supra-state institutional setting. In a 
similar vein, the institutional context distinguishing between institutional 
and quasi-states has bearing on the decision-making process. The relative 
autonomy of foreign policy decision making is far more limited in quasi¬ 
states, which is why decision makers in these states are more exposed to 
external influences than their counterparts in institutional states. Thus, 
our discussion in Chapters 2 and 5 should be taken together as a call to 
scholars of FPA to go beyond the decision-making approach, which has 
traditionally focused on how external influences are translated by indi¬ 
viduals and personalized decision-making forums into action. We urge 
FPA to add another layer — the institutional context in which decisions 
are taken - to fully capture the fascinating process of how decisions ulti¬ 
mately yield specific foreign policy responses. 
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FPA and broader debates in IR 
Globalization theory 

Since its inception FPA has engaged with several literatures, for example, 
public choice theory, political psychology, cognitive theory. Within the 
discipline of IR, FPA has been part of an ongoing dialogue with real¬ 
ism and, more recently, has developed links with constructivism. In our 
three critiques of classical FPA new bodies of literature have emerged as 
pertinent to the study of foreign policy. This theoretical eclecticism has 
been a constant feature of FPA scholarship over the years. To our mind it 
is one of the strengths of its analytical approach and should continue to 
be encouraged. 

In this context, Chapter 6 has theoretically operationalized a link between 
FPA and globalization theory, based upon FPA engaging with what we have 
termed the mutually constitutive thesis of globalization. As we saw in Chap¬ 
ter 6, the interface between globalization and foreign policy is expanding. 
Foreign policy makers express themselves in terms that echo the debates 
on globalization. In addition, the innovations in technology present foreign 
policy makers with new challenges, such as cyber warfare or preventing from 
secret information from ‘leaking’, which demonstrates how wide the gap is 
between theorizing the link between foreign policy and globalization and 
the actual link between the two. 

In an attempt to address this lacuna, we developed in Chapter 6 the 
mutually constitutive approach. This thesis is useful in FPA because it 
strikes a balance between the causal roles it ascribes to military-political 
forces and economic-social-technological forces in its conception of 
globalization, its origins and its impact. Corresponding with this view, 
we identified the rise of contemporary globalization during the CW. In 
this period there was an expansion of social relations to the global scale, 
accompanied by a change in the international political structure of social 
relations. From this vantage point, the intersection between FPA and glo¬ 
balization theory is seen as mutually beneficial. Employing FPA in the 
study of globalization enhances our understanding of the process in a 
number of ways. We have expressed the view that foreign policy is not 
extinguished by globalization. In fact, it would appear that in a more 
interconnected world, but still divided by political borders, foreign policy 
remains one of the key sites for political action that is available to states. 
Thus, one of the contributions of FPA to enhancing our understanding of 
globalization is to explain how and to what extent foreign policy is used 
by states to seize the opportunities and to meet the challenges imposed 
by globalization. 
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Another added value of FPA is its ability to elucidate the way that for¬ 
eign policy impacts on the interface between international politics and 
globalization. We have argued in Chapter 6 that the relationship between 
international politics and globalization is dialectic, simultaneously pro¬ 
ducing globalizing and fragmenting effects. However, as the example of 
the CW suggests, at certain historical junctures globalization and inter¬ 
national politics can be mutually constitutive. FPA, with its conception of 
foreign policy as a boundary activity, on the cusp between the domestic 
and external spheres, is ideally placed to explore this dialectic relationship 
further. 

Finally, the central role ascribed to foreign policy of shaping the pro¬ 
cesses of globalization affords a greater place for human agency in the 
design of globalization than globalization theory would concede. Chap¬ 
ter 6 shows that the liberal, capitalist and democratic imprint of contem¬ 
porary globalization is linked to the design of the global cluster. This 
insight suggests that globalization is less accidental and out of control than 
the transformationalist and hyperglobalist theses would suggest. Indeed 
the ‘return of the state’ in the aftermath of the global financial crisis of 
2008—9, both in terms of its effective nationalization of the ailing financial 
sectors in the industrialized north and the mercantilist conduct of emerg¬ 
ing powers within the international system, is an indication of the limited 
and contingent nature of these theoretical approaches. It also means that 
the imperfections that FPA identifies in the process of decision making 
and implementation - cognitive biases, group thinking and bureaucratic 
politics - may play a role in the production and reproduction of globaliza¬ 
tion. The FPA literature on these issues of decision making would inform 
further development of this research agenda. 

An encounter between FPA and the mutually constitutive thesis would 
contribute not only to our understanding of the role foreign policy plays 
in globalization, but would have implications for the concepts we use 
to explain foreign policy decision making and implementation in these 
conditions. Although FPA challenges some of the key premises in realism, 
it endorses (if unwittingly) one key assumption: that the state is a terri¬ 
torially bounded entity. In the context of the insights from the mutually 
constitutive thesis, this assumption might need to be revisited although 
FPA concedes that the boundary between the domestic and the external 
environments is porous. However, this alone is not sufficient to capture 
the changing conditions of statehood in the context of globalization. 
Thus, if as we have argued a concurrent set of changes - the elimina¬ 
tion of borders of violence, the pooling of sovereignty and authority, and 
the creation of a global state layer of institutions - is underway, then this 
will have implications for the core concepts of FPA. More specifically, 
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decision making, bureaucratic politics, the societal and statist determi¬ 
nants of foreign policy must become more embedded in global networks 
than is allowed for in the contemporary frameworks employed by FPA. 
Here again the distinction between clustered, institutional and quasi-states 
seems particularly pertinent. Quasi-states, by dint of their weaker institu¬ 
tional framework and capacity, seem to be most buffeted by globalization 
among the three. Clustered states, by contrast, which voluntarily embed 
themselves in multilateral frameworks, fit best our claim that globaliza¬ 
tion is both predicated on and produces state transformation. At the time 
of writing, the United Kingdom is preparing for a referendum that will 
decide whether or not it will remain a clustered state - embedded in 
many way in the EU - or resemble more an institutional state if it leaves 
the EU. Either way the referendum goes, the fate of the UK will have 
implications on various aspects of globalization - finances, security and 
migration — to mention but three examples. Likewise, it will have a sig¬ 
nificant impact on the structure of the British state. 


Historical sociology 

Chapter 5 examined three tensions generated by the lack within FPA 
of a conception of the state. The result is threefold. First, foreign policy 
analysts draw on a set of assumptions about states without explicitly 
recognizing them. This drives the thinking of the foreign policy ana¬ 
lyst in ways that are not overtly recognized. Second, foreign policy is 
rendered a mere extension of foreign policy determinants — individual, 
bureaucratic, societal or external - making it difficult, if not impossible 
to account for foreign policy as a distinct site of action. Third, since 
FPA includes investigation of foreign policy, this is a recognition that 
the latter is relatively autonomous of society and of external forces, but 
in the absence of a conception of the state, FPA is not able to account 
for that autonomy. 

Chapter 5 addresses these epistemological, ontological and conceptual 
tensions by analytically reconciling FPA and historical sociology, with ref¬ 
erence to the literature on the state. From this literature we derived con¬ 
ceptions of the institutional state, the quasi-state and the clustered state, 
definitions that are based on the level of material statehood exhibited by 
each type. Chapter 5 shows that using these conceptions of the state has 
concrete implications for the assumptions informing FPA in relation to 
the use of foreign policy tools, the source of state autonomy and the rela¬ 
tionship between the state and the external environment, allowing us to 
address the three tensions identified above. Chapter 7 offered reflections 
on how these state types and foreign policy change might be connected. 



154 Conclusion 


Yet in our view, the analytical reconciliation between historical sociol¬ 
ogy and FPA can make a contribution that goes beyond addressing the 
tensions identified above. Empirically, as we saw in Chapter 5, there is 
growing evidence linking the type of state and the foreign policy tools 
used. Thus, an institutional state like Saudi Arabia relies on statist foreign 
policy tools in its endeavour to shape its regional environment. Portugal, 
by contrast, is able to exploit the clustered state form through multilateral 
forums such as the UN and the EU to pursue longstanding foreign policy 
aims such as the promotion of the independence of Timor L’este. To 
this end, it has become increasingly involved in peacekeeping missions to 
increase its power, based on developing multilateral relations, and partici¬ 
pating in a web of international organizations and (in)formal structures. 
The respective examples of Saudi Arabia and Portugal point to a promis¬ 
ing research direction for FPA, which links state type with foreign policy 
behaviour. 

Similarly, as Halliday’s work on the Middle East referred to in Chap¬ 
ter 5 shows, this encounter has much to offer. For example, it is able to 
capture long-term changes affecting foreign policy, and the interlinkages 
between the three levels of analysis underpinning international politics. 
This operationalizes one of the key criticisms of FPA of the realist tra¬ 
dition in IR, that foreign policy decision making, implementation and, 
therefore, outcomes, are not shaped only by inter-state relations, but are 
defined by the dynamics among multiple levels of activity - domestic, 
state, international, global. 

Another research direction relates to the methodological opportunities 
that derive from an analytical reconciliation between FPA and histori¬ 
cal sociology. Although FPA challenges realism on many levels, its early 
accounts too easily accepted the realist approach of IR as a normal sci¬ 
ence. As noted earlier, more recent approaches favour maintaining FPA as 
a middle-range theory, and in this context, we believe historical sociology 
has much to offer in terms of providing FPA with a sound ontological 
grounding. In Chapter 6, we demonstrate the utility of a neo-Weberian 
ontology for determining, conceptually and analytically, the roles that for¬ 
eign policy might play in the context of globalization. In not seeking to 
establish ontological primacy, a neo-Weberian approach is suited to FPA 
in light of the latter’s emphasis on elucidating other complex causal rela¬ 
tionships. For example, whether regional positioning generates a particu¬ 
lar foreign policy; the extent to which socio-economic/military-political 
structures generate impacts propelling a particular foreign policy. In 
examining these questions, we are not advocating a return to geopolitics, 
dependency theories or applying variants of neo-realism to FPA. Instead, 
we are calling for comparative analytical-historical studies exploring these 
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issues, with the aim of highlighting the conditions under which we might 
expect recurrences in foreign policy decision making, implementation 
and behaviour. 

A third contribution concerns the US bias within FPA. As we saw 
in Chapters 2 and 3, the modelling of foreign policy decision making 
by FPA scholars, its core insights and key principles are derivative of the 
US foreign policy system and experience. These have been, admittedly, 
applied out to a variety of non-US cases over the years - and with greater 
frequency today than a decade ago. However, the categories and epis¬ 
temological tools employed to study ‘non-US’ or ‘non-Western’ foreign 
policy remain bounded by these origins. Korany’s critical commentary on 
the absence of any serious effort to assess foreign policy decision making 
in the ‘Third World’ in its own terms has left FPA scholars in the posi¬ 
tion of too often misapplying these culturally specific approaches to the 
task of interpreting decision making in distant settings with the expected 
(failed) outcomes. 1 In proposing a tripartite state typology - institutional, 
clustered and quasi - we provide FPA with an opening to locate decision¬ 
making structures within contexts that do not derive from the structure 
underpinning the state in the case of the US. 

Finally, in our view, an analytical reconciliation between FPA and his¬ 
torical sociology would require a more serious consideration of historicity 
in FPA. We do not refer here to the use of history or of reference to his¬ 
tory, in which respects FPA is well versed. Rather, we refer to the tendency 
FPA shares with other approaches in IR to assume the texture of IR to be 
timeless. However, historical sociologists studying IR, especially Litde and 
Buzan, provide evidence that the texture of IR is anything but timeless. 
International societies do change. Norms are contingent and reinterpreted 
by state and non-state actors over time. Foreign policy decision making 
is a process that evolves and responds to changing conditions within the 
halls of policy and the wider society. FPA should recognize as formative 
these conditions of change affecting the mutually constitutive relation¬ 
ship between foreign policy and international politics. 2 We hope that in 
opening up the possibility of an encounter between FPA and historical 
sociology, we are promoting further developments in this direction. 


Constructivism 

Our efforts to critically examine FPA and some of its underlying features 
not only highlight the constructed characteristics of sovereignty, but the 
very process of formulating (and ultimately implementing) a state’s foreign 
policy. Constructivism is gaining increasing attention by FPA scholars, 3 
provides a coherent set of insights and analyses of practice which cohere 
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well with core interests of FPA scholarship. Indeed, as already mentioned 
in Chapter 7, some of the primal insights and critiques of FPA reflected 
a constructivist impulse decades before constructivism itself was formally 
introduced as an innovative challenge to the prevailing realist paradigm. 

This is most evident in our examination of foreign policy and transi¬ 
tional states where ideational factors translated into foreign policy pre¬ 
scriptions and come into direct contact with the structural dimensions 
of the international system. A logic of appropriateness is clearly the driv¬ 
ing force in the shaping foreign policy choice by transitional states. The 
dynamic interaction that follows between the post-authoritarian for¬ 
eign policy and the norms, regimes and institutions that undergird the 
international system establishes parameters within which the transitional 
state can act. They challenge underlying assumptions, provide alternative 
sources (and socially more consonant forms) of legitimacy, and introduce 
new meaning to norms, rules and institutions that govern the interna¬ 
tional system. 

But constructivism can be more readily brought into other aspects of 
FPA. For instance, Chapter 3 pointed to Weldes’ constructivist critique 
of the theory of bureaucratic politics. Revisiting the BPM from a critical 
constructivist vantage point, Weldes’ work provides a powerful challenge 
to the key notions underlying Allison and his followers’ work: power and 
interests. By ‘denaturalising’ power, critical constructivists help us to better 
understand how representations of the world reproduce larger social nar¬ 
ratives of identity, which in turn effectively delineate the tasks of foreign 
policy for states. Building on this, the revival of scholarly focus on national 
role conceptions reminds us of the degree to which national interest is not 
exogenous in its origins, but relies upon voluntarism and agency to an 
unexpected degree. Equally, constructivism sheds light on the functional 
dimensions of foreign policy as a galvanizing force for nation-building 
and regime consolidation within the fragmented domestic inheritance of 
post-colonial and transitional states. All of these perspectives on foreign 
policy provide another possible entry point for engaging FPA approaches 
with those of IR. 

Another case in point is the literature on ‘learning’ in foreign policy. It 
is focused on the policy makers at the top, but it is evident that a closer 
reading of foreign policy implementation would undoubtedly highlight 
the degree to which such learning takes place at other levels within the 
structures of foreign policy making. Moreover, the interaction between 
states and non-state actors in devising or altering regimes - be they in the 
context of climate change, security or elsewhere — would benefit from a 
constructivist interpretation of foreign policy which captures the chang¬ 
ing yet decisive role of the state in this process. This would, as underscored 
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in our work on globalization and foreign policy, contribute to a better 
recognition of the agency involved in the globalization process. 

At the same time, it is important to keep in mind and interrogate some 
‘hidden’ assumptions featured in constructivist accounts of change which 
have an impact of our understanding of foreign policy. Underlying much 
of constructivism’s focus on norms are abiding liberal notions of prog¬ 
ress and modernity and their purported inevitable, if not seamless march 
into the future. Historical sociology’s reading of state formation tells us 
that the institutional forms that emerge in the wake of — and concurrent 
with — great societal and economic change differ not only in relation to 
the societies involved, but contingencies of all sorts produce varied out¬ 
comes. Foreign policy change, linked intimately of course to the same 
forces, exhibits the same diversity of experiences and outcomes, and any 
assumptions which are predicated on expectations of ideologically con¬ 
vergent foreign policies by states undergoing consequential change are 
misguided at best. From the rise of illiberal democracies to the rapid 
spread of the Salafist ideology through the internet, evidence of disturb¬ 
ing counters-trends to teleological readings of the present (and future) 
abound. As Wang Jisi warns us with respect to China’s gradualist devel¬ 
opment of a grand strategy, ‘these developments are unfolding haltingly 
and are by no means irreversible’. 4 


Neo-classical realism 

Of all the theoretical developments emerging from Ill in the last decade, 
perhaps the most surprising is the revitalization of realism in the form of 
what its proponents call neo-classical realism. Crucial to the formula¬ 
tion of this novel branch of realism is a deliberate embracing of aspects 
of unit-level analysis — bringing its proponents directly into the realm of 
‘foreign policy’, the very area which Waltz consciously steered away from 
in his influential structuralist rendering of realism. Neo-classical realism’s 
integration of‘intervening variables’ such as the role of perception, the 
role of leadership and domestic structures found within particular state 
actors as an explanatory source for diversity of outcomes in international 
politics brings these three crucial FPA insights into the realist theoretical 
paradigm. By directly folding in ideas that had always implicitly tied to 
notions of perception such as states’ concerns with relative power and 
perceptions of threat, neo-classical realists are able to account for the sub¬ 
jective understandings of events and differing foreign policy choices that 
routinely characterized state action. The inclusion of leadership as a cru¬ 
cial variable in mobilizing the material resources in a given state reasserts 
the agency of individuals and the place of contingencies in state action. 
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And, recognizing the diversity of domestic institutional structures and 
their concomitant impact on formative foreign policy capacity and actual 
implementation captures in elementary form the means by which struc¬ 
tural dimensions at the unit-level come into play in shaping state action. 

Not all the innovations currently presented by neo-classical realists and 
others in IR, however, draw out in full the implications of some of the 
work in FPA. For instance, going beyond the mere recognition of domestic 
structure as significant by neo-classical realists, to a more developed under¬ 
standing of the actual relationship between political regime type and its 
institutional manifestations with respect to civil-military ties, would open 
up a more nuanced sense of the sources of threat perception and its con¬ 
sequences for state conduct. Perceptions of risk adversity in foreign policy 
on the part of a given regime could, one imagines, be more strongly cor¬ 
related to the nature of civil-military ties than the current ideologically 
bounded (and flawed) consideration of the consequences of regime type 
in producing systemic-level peace. Continuing to develop neo-classical 
realism’s interest in the role of leadership in relation to societal forces, 
without detouring too much into decision-making processes, could be 
strengthened by examining the work on public opinion, the media and 
foreign policy. Revisiting the work on hierarchies of state power — in par¬ 
ticular the existing literature on middle powers which anticipates many of 
NCR’s insights in linking perceptions of power and identity, leadership/ 
followership, and resource mobilization to foreign policy — would enrich 
an approach that still devotes too much of its focus to ‘great powers’. 
Though neo-classical realists remain wedded to the international system 
as an unassailable independent variable, the scope for developing greater 
theoretical depth through careful ‘borrowing’ from FPA without sacri¬ 
ficing this principle is wide. In this regard, we submit that adopting the 
taxonomy of the institutional state, quasi-state and clustered state offers up 
an avenue for going beyond the undifferentiated depiction of the state still 
featured in NCR. 


From ‘normal science’ to empirics? 

Throughout the book FPA has been shown to straddle two key method¬ 
ological approaches. On the one hand, and especially in the early years, 
FPA aimed at beating realism on its positivist home ground. In Chapter 2, 
we show how a behaviourist approach and cognition theory were used to 
develop a workable framework that captured the beliefs of a leader in a 
systemic way with the aim of producing predictions about foreign policy 
decision making. These were subsequently folded into a broader compar¬ 
ative foreign policy project that attempted to devise a generalizable theory 
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through the application of quantitative techniques. Chapter 3 describes 
how Allison and colleagues tried to develop the BPM into a normal sci¬ 
ence, and Chapter 7 notes the attempts to link state type, region and 
foreign policy change. 

Recent approaches in FPA question the utility of these attempts and 
have challenged the route of FPA as a normal science. A number of the 
accounts explored in this book, from Mintz’s poliheuristic approach to 
decision making, to Welch’s revisionist take on bureaucratic politics, 
to work linking foreign policy change to state type set a more modest 
agenda for FPA: that of devising a conceptual and analytical framework 
that provides the tools for foreign policy analysts to study the empirical 
phenomena related to foreign policy. These approaches reinforce FPA’s 
orientation as a middle-range theory. This allows FPA to uncover a diver¬ 
sity of elements that constitute foreign policy and to account for them in 
conceptual and analytical terms within the middle ground between Ill as 
normal science and research driven purely by empirics. 

Our intervention, calling for FPA to explore the themes of change, 
globalization and the state, reinforces this view. We have not sought to 
develop parsimonious accounts that will provide FPA with the tools to 
predict foreign policy outcomes in the context of change, globalization 
and how the autonomy of the state flows to foreign policy. Rather, our 
schema encourages FPA scholars to use our proposed formulation as a 
roadmap providing conceptual and analytical frameworks to explore these 
three themes. Hence, our tripartite conception of the state clustered, insti¬ 
tutionalist, quasi - to study the impact of the state on foreign policy. In a 
similar vein, we have suggested the utility of employing a neo-Weberian 
ontology to study the role of foreign policy in the context of globalization. 

Positioning FPA as a middle-range theory, of course, exacts a price 
from FPA in terms of its ability to make general claims about the nature 
of foreign policy (and through that, international politics). However, in 
our view, this limitation is justified because of the analytical clarity it 
confers to the role played by what we call axial factors in foreign policy. 
Axial factors are an ontological part of foreign policy. They act like a 
wheel axle to propel foreign policy in different directions. Certain of the 
elements explored in this book qualify as axial factors - decision makers, 
bureaucracies, societal actors, the state. In its orientation as a middle-range 
theory, FPA seems well placed to examine the interlinkages between the 
axial elements of foreign policy decision making, foreign policy imple¬ 
mentation, and foreign policy behaviour in a cross-national context. In 
the end, scholars studying foreign policy have the benefit of a rich tradi¬ 
tion that provides a solid foundation for achieving a better understand¬ 
ing of international politics. Informed by the cross-fertilization we have 
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proposed with other debates in IR, suggested in this book, we hope that 
we have presented new avenues and directions that FPA might pursue 
in its ongoing endeavour to account for the complex subject matter of 
foreign policy. 

Notes 

1 Bahgat Korany, ‘Analyzing third world foreign policies: A critique and re-ordered 
research agenda’, in David Wurfel and Bruce Burton (eds.) The Political Economy of 
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2 Barry Buzan and Richard Little, International Systems in World History, Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2000. 

3 The works by David Houghton and Jeff Checkel being the principal exceptions. 
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